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SENATE-Friday June 21, 1968 
<Legislative day of Wednesday, June 19, 1968) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore. 

Rev. Patrick J. Hunter, S.J., New Or
leans Province of the Society of Jesus, 
Loyola University, New Orleans, La., of
fered the following prayer: 

God of humanity, we come before You 
·this Friday in June of 1968 with a fa
miliar plea--that You listen, and under
stand, and help. 

You have heard us all-Senators or 
clergymen or just human persons-give 
this plea so often. And it always comes 
with an unspoken hope: 

The hope that "God" means a person 
who always listens, even when our words 
are confused or boring or even threat
ening; 

The hope that "God" means a person 
who always understands our real mean
ing, even when that meaning may be 
clouded by the tensions, anxieties, and 
complex actions in the midst of which 
we ask for understanding; 

The hope that "God" means a person 
who always helps, even when that help 
may interfere with a kind of divine lux
ury or expose God to human ingratitude 
or cost the very life of God's Son. 

And on this day above all, we ask You 
to give us more--to give us Your very 
ability to listen, to understand, to help. 
And as we are poor when we pray be
fore God, we ask You to give us Your 
a:bility to listen to the poor, to under
stand the poor, to help the poor. 

Let us never say we have listened 
enough to the poor. Let us listen to Res
urrection City, even when the words 
offend us. Let us never say we have un
derstood enough, even when tensions 
hide an inner plea for peace. Let us never 
say we have helped or given enough, even 
when we must sacrifice our wealth in 
higher taxation and must focus crur lim
ited expenditures on human welfare and 
not on luxury, convenience, security, or 
war. 

As we ask You, our God, to listen and 
respond to us poor humans, let us as 
humans listen and respond to our fellow 
humans who are poor. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Wednesday, June 19, 
1968, be approved. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the 
joint resolution <S.J. Res 180) to pro
vide franked mail privileges for surviv
ing spouses of Members of Congress. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15189) to 

authorize appropriations for certain 
maritime programs of the Department of 
Commerce; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. GAR
MATz, Mr. DoWNING, Mr. LENNON, Mr. 
MAILLIARD, and Mr. PELLY were appointed 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 15414) to continue the existing ex
cise tax rates on communication serv
ices and on automobiles, and to apply 
more generally the provisions relating to 
payments of estimated tax by corpora
tions. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H.R. 17903) 
making appropriations for public works 
for water and power resources devel
opment, including civil functions ad
ministered by the Department of De
fense, ~he Panama Canal, certain agen
cies of the Department of the Interior, 
the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, the Delaware River 
Basin Commission, Interstate Commis
sion on the Potomac River Basin, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and the 
Water Resources Council, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, and for other pur
poses, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a joint resolution 
<H.J. Res. 1302) to authorize the Presi
dent to issue a proclamation designating 
the week of October 13, 1968, as "Salute 
to Eisenhower Week," in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

H.R. 1655. An act for the relief of Clara B. 
Hyssong; 

H.R. 2270. An act for the relief of Capt. 
David Campbell; 

H.R. 2455. An act for the relief of Dean 
P. Bartelt; 

H.R. 2688. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Charles c. Beaury; 

H.R. 4566. An act for the relief of Mary 
F. Thomas; 

H.R. 4961. An act for the relief ' of Donald 
E. Crichton; 

H.R. 5199. An act for the relief of James 
E.Derunan; 

H.R. 5854. An act for the relief of Mrs. E. 
Juanita Collinson; 

H.R. 6305. An act for the relief of Claud 
Ferguson; 

H.R. 6890. An act for the relief of Lester 
W. Hein and Sadie Hein; 

H.R. 8088. An act for the relief of W1llard 
Herndon Rusk; 

H.R. 9568. An act for the relief Of Lucien 
A. Murzyn·; 

H.R. 10050. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Russell T. Randall; 

H .R. 10058. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Esther D. Borda; 

H.R.10655. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Anderson; 

H.R. 10199. An act for the relief of Lloyd 
W. Corbisier; 

H.R. 11166. An act for the relief of Earl s. 
Haldeman, Jr. 

H.R. 12073. An act for the relief of John 
Allunario; and 

H.R. 15856. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration ·for research and develop
ments, construction of facilities, and admin
istrative operations, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

The following bill and joint resolu
tion were each read twice by their titles 
and ref erred, as indicated: 

H.R. 17903. An act making appropriations 
for public works for water and power re
sources development, including civil func
tions administered by the Department of 
Defense, the Panama Canal, certain agencies 
of the Department of the Interior, the At
lantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study 
Commission, the Delaware River Basin Com
mission, Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and the Water Resources Council 
and the Atomic Energy Commission, for th~ 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

H.J. Res. 1302. Joint resolution to au
thorize the President to issue a proclamation 
designating the week of October 13, 1968, as 
"Salute to Eisenhower Week"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE SUB
MITI'ED DURING RECESS 

Pursuant to the order of the Senate of 
March 16, 1967, 

Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, reported favorably 
with amendment, on June 19, 1968 th~ 
bill <H.R. 17734) making supplem~ntal 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968, and for other purPoses, 
and submitted a report (No. 1269) 
thereon, which was printed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

time now is under the control of the Sen
.a.tor from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished majority leader such 
time as he may desire. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider three 
nominations on the Executive Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempare. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA COURT OF 
APPEALS 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of John W. Kern III, of 
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Maryland, to be associate judge of the 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is consid
ered and confirmed. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF· 
THE DISTRICT OF COL1JMBIA 

The -assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of George A. Av.ery, of the 
District of Columbia, to be a member of 
the Public Service Commission of the 
District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is consid
ered and confirmed. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVEL
OPMENT LAND AGENCY 

The asslstant legislative clerk read the 
nomination .of Stephen S. Davis to be a 
member of the District of Columbia Re
development Land Agency. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is consid
ered and confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be 
immediately notified of the .confirmation 
of these nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the consid
eration of legislative ·business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIEI.D. Mr. President, I ask 
una.nimous consent that the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investig-ations of the 
.Committee on Government Operation8 
and the Committee on Public Works be 
autborized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Witb
out objection, it is so ordered. 

OBJECTION TO COMMITTEE 
MEETING 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous conserit that the Subcommit~ 
tee on Employment, Manpower .. and Pov
erty of the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate today. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Objection, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE CON
TROL ACT OF 1968-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 

submit a rePort of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses -0n the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 15414) to 
continue the existing excise tax rates on 

communication services and on auto
mobiles, and to · apply more generally 
the provisions re'latlng to pa~ents of 
estimated tax by . cor,poratio~ J: ask 
unanimous consem for the present con
sideration .of the reJ>Qrt. 
·. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 'The 
.re Port will be read for the lnf ormation 
of tb.e Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
report. 

(For conference repart, see House pro
ceedings of June 20, 1968, pp. 17978-
18000, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for the 
,quorum call be charged equally to both 
.sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GoRE 
.in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, this 
conference repart may well prove to be 
the most important legislation to come 
before the Senate in this session of Con
gress. Approval of the conference repart . 
is necessary, as I said on Wednesday 
past, to dampen the fires of domestic in
flation, prevent a repetition of the credit 
crunch of 1966 in domestic :financial mar
kets, and preserve the status of the dol
lar here and abroad and the fabric of in-
ternational trade. ' 

The principal provisions of the report 
·agreed to by the confereeB will reduce 
expenditures and impose a 10-percent 
income tax surcharge. These provisions 
form a package which represents the 
single most important step W.!. as a na
tion can take to put our :financial house 
in order. 

These provisions were not a part of 
the bill when it originally passed the 
House, nor were they included in the bill 
that was reported by the Committee on 
Finance. They were proPosed and 
-adopted on the :floor of the Senate on 
April 2. 

These provisions form the package 
which was put together by the distin
guished Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] and myself in an effort to ar
rive at a compromise solution to the Na
tion's .fiscal pl'oble:m:s. The compromise 
involved pairing the 10-percent income 
tax surcharge which the President had 
recommended, and some of us had sup-
1>0rted 'as early as last year and some 
Senators even prior to 1967, with a $6 
billion cut in Federal expenditures. 

The need for this program arose -out 
of continued and progressively larger 
budget deficits, which have now reached 
the point where deficits in excess of $20 
billion .are in prospect for this fiscal year 
and the next. The economic impact of 
these deficits is more than we can with-

stand without su1fering severe inflation. 
The only alternatives available are in
creased taxes or sharp cutbacks in Fed
eral expenditures, or a combination of 
the two. 
. For-a time in 1966.w.ehoped that tern';" 

por:ary measures would be sufficient to 
meet the need. By mid-1967, however, it 
became obvi0us that the pressures ex
erted by the excess of expenditures over 
receipts in the Federal budget would dis
rupt the economy so seriously that 
remedial action was vital. The adminis
tration proposed a 10-percent income tax 
-surcharge. 

Many Members of Congress were 
reluctant to support this surcharge. Some 
felt that we should meet the crisis by 
reducing one category or another of Fed.;. 
eral expenditures. Disputes of this na
ture were inevitable, but they have gone 
on long enough. We have reached a point 
where further delay to debate the details 
of the package will cause more damage 
to the economy than any adjustment-in 
the provisions warrants. 

THE CRISIS WE FACE 

I discussed the current state of the 
economy on Wodnesday, urging that 
Congress act on this tax increase and 
expenditure cut. Therefore, I shall not 
go into detail on the economy now. We 
all know how serious is the current sit
uation. I need not tell Senators that in
:fiation is loose in ·the land. Prices are 
rising rapidly and generally . .In April, 
the Consumer Price Index rose at an an
nual rate of 4.1 percent. The Nation has 
not experienced price rises of this mag
nitude since the early days of the Ko
rean war. Wage demands are escalating 
as labor seeks wage increases t.o catch 
up with the cost of living. These wage 
increases will set oif another roWld of 
price increases unless we take some firm 
.action to restore price stability. 

I read an ,article in the Wall Stl'eet 
Journal this mocning which stated that 
some economists pre.diet we will have 
price increa.ses at the rate of 5 percent 
m the month of June. 

I cannot cla1m. that this .ireport will 
cause prices to fall to their former levels 
nor that it will even put an end to all 
further price increases. Prices will still 
go up to 'some extent as the economy ad
justs to the inflation that has already 
taken place. But if we agree to this con
ference report, 1 believe that the rate of 
price increase will gradually taper off 
and the situation will improve. If we do 
not agree to the report, on the other 
hand, surely the infiationary pace will 
acceleTate and the situation will deteri
orate further. 

The adoption of the repo.rt is also re
quired because of the dlmcult situation 
in our domestic credit markets. Interest 
rates have risen to levels thought to be 
fantastic a few years ago. The interest 
rate on home mortgages exceeds 7 per
cent in most parts of the country today. 
The Treasury is now paying almost 6 
percent in order to find .borrowers who 
will accept its 5-year notes. In some 
-cases interest rates are higher than they 
have been in over 100 years. If we do not 
adopt the repe>rt, they will go even 
higher. 

Together with most Members of the 
Senate, certainly I support the confer-
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ence report, not only because I deplore 
high interest rates but also because I fear 
a repetition of the painful experience of 
1966. 

That year, the demands of borrowers 
rose shari;>ly at a time when the Federal 
Reserve felt it was necessary to follow a 
restrictive policy to keep inflation in 
check. Interest rates rose sharply, and 
savings aI,ld loan associations and other 
institutions whose earnings are tied to 
past loans were unable to retain deposits 
by offering competitive interest rates. 
Large amounts were withdrawn from 
these institutions-in many cases to pur
chase Federal securities. It became im
possible to obtain mortgage loans in some 
areas of the country because the tradi
tional mortgage lenders were without 
funds to loan. The housing industry suf
fered severely, and many needed housing ; 
units were not constructed. 

Thus far this year the Federal Reserve 
has not adopted so restrictive a policy 
as it did in 1966. Perhaps they fear that 
a more restrictive policy combined with 
heavy Federal borrowing to :finance a $25 
billion deficit will provoke a repetition of 
the 1966 experience. As a result, in:fiation 
has proceeded at a rapid rate. Interest 
rates have not fallen, however, and 1f 
the interest rates on Government securi
ties rise a little more, the outflow of funds 
from savings and loan institutions may 
once again reach serious proportions. We 
stand on the brink of another credit 
crunch. The fate of this report may well 
determine whether we withdraw from 
that brink and bring interest rates down 
or whether we step over the brink into 
financial chaos. 

Domestic inflation and the conditions 
of domestic financial markets give us 
reason enough to support the report. But 
there is another compelling reason. It is 
the need to strengthen the position of the 
dollar and to preserve the international 
monetary system. 

Led by efforts of the United States, the 
trade and commerce of the world has 
expanded tremendously since the end of 
the Second World War. This expansion 
has contributed to rising incomes, higher 
standards of living, and stable political 
conditions in Europe, Japan, and many 
other areas of the world. In this system, 
the dollar has functioned as a reserve 
currency. When the overseas earnings of 
any country fall short of payments to 
foreigners, the difference must be made 
up through payments of gold or of a 
reserve currency. There has simply not 
been enough gold available to finance 
the balancing payments generated by the 
very heavy :flow of trade which now ex
ists. The dollar, therefore, has been 
widely used as an alternative means of 
payment. 

The system would be severely dis
rupted if the dollar were to lose its status 
as a reserve currency. I cannot say pre
cisely whait results would follow. The 
risk is great, however, tha;t the resulting 
disruption in established financial ar
rangements could lead to a serious de
cline in world trade and commerce. In 
turn, this would weaken the economies 
of the United States and the other na
tions of the free world and provide fer
tile ground for domestic political unrest. 

Unless we adopt the conference report, 
there will be a real threat to the status 

of the dollar. Our balance of payments 
has been in deficit almost continuously 
since 1950. At :first, foreigners were eager 
for more dollars to add to their reserves. 
Now they are beginning to feel that they 
have enough. They are becoming uneasy 
about holding onto more dollars. They 
want proof that the United States is 

· willing to take the steps necessary to re
store equilibrium to its balance of pay
ments. If we reject the conference re
port, it will be a symbol in their minds 
of our unwillingness to assume the re
sponsibilities of a reserve currency 
nation. 

Foreigners who decide they no longer 
care to hold dollars might try to ex
change them for gold. Since there are 
more dollars in foreign hands than can 
be redeemed at the present $35 an ounce 
price, a run on the dollar would be a 
serious matter, and it would be inevita
ble. In March, a sudden increase in spec
ulation led to a large loss of gold by this 
country and the other nations in the 
so-called gold pool and eventually forced 
a new arrangement in which central 
banks have agreed to buy and sell gold 
at $35 an ounce in transactions with 
other central banks. They have also 
agreed not to buy gold on the private 
market. The gold in private hands now 
exchanges ir.. a free market. This so
called two-tier system will continue to 
work only if the difference between the 
two prices remains slight. If it widens 
significantly, some countries will be 
tempted to obtain gold from us at the 
$35 an ounce rate and sell it at the 
higher price prevailing in the private 
market. When enough other central 
banks refuse to follow the rules of the 
two-tier system, it will collapse. The re
sult will probably be a general loss of 
confidence, particularly in the dollar. 

While it may be true that the existing 
system is not ideal, it is far better to 
preserve it until a better one can be 
devised and installed, than to permit a 
crisis to develop which will bring it 
crashing down around our heads. We 
certainly need time to develop a better 
system and we have no assurance that 
a transition to such system can be made 
once chaos develops. 

The conference report is the single 
most important step we can take to re
store price stability in the economy and 
protect the integrity of the dollar. Re
ducing the budget deficit to manage
able proportions will remove the source 
of much of the inflationary pressure now 
evident and will remove heavy demands 
for Federal borrowing from the domes
tic credit picture. This, in turn, will per
mit an early reduction in interest rates. 
A reduction in inflationary pressures 
will strengthen our balance of payments 
while the adoption of the conference re
port will directly bolster the confidence 
of foreigners who today hold dollars. 

THE CONFERENCE REPORT 

The Senate was aware of the problems 
the country faced when it voted to accept 
this bill originally. The bill as modified 
by the conferees is very close to the ver
sion approved by the Senate. I think we 
will agree that the Senate conferees 
were unusually successful in persuading 
the House conferees to accept Senate 
amendments to the original House bill, 

which was a bill for excise tax extensions 
and speed-up of corporate payments. 
Rarely has the House agreed to the sub
stance of so many important Senate 
amendmnets on a revenue bill. 

The details of the conference report 
are contained in a special conference 
committee general explanation of the re
port, which was placed in the RECORD 
on June 10 and is available as a sepa
rate document. I shall not attempt at 
this time to cover all that is discussed 
there. 

I might add that a copy of that report 
is on every Senator's desk. I do want to 
point out that the major provisions of 
the bill approved by the Senate are re
tained. The provisions of the 10-percent 
surcharge are the same as the provisions 
originally approved by the Senate. The 
same $6 billion expenditure reduction for 
the :fiscal year 1969 is included in both 
the conference report and the bill that 
was originally proposed on the :floor and 
passed by the Senate. The conference re
port also calls for a $10 billion reduction 
in new obligational authority-and, of 
course, both the conference and Senate 
versions of the bill extend the existing 
excise tax rates on automobiles and tele
phone service until June 30, 1969. That 
provision has remained unchanged. 

The Senate conferees were forced to 
recede on only five provisions of the Sen
ate bill. Perhaps the most important of 
these was the provision for import quotas 
on textiles. The Senate conferees were 
well aware of the importance attached 
to this particular provision sponsored by 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] and other Sen
ators. As I recall the original proposal of 
the Senator from South Carolina was co
sponsored by 63 Senators. 

But our efforts failed. The House con
ferees refused to accept this provision. 
They insisted they must have an op
portunity to review the Nation's entire 
trade picture and suggestions for its im
provement, including the provisions 
which related to textiles and other related 
proposals. The Senate conferees :finally 
receded on the issue when we were as
sured that the House Ways and Means 
Committee would promptly begin hear
lings in which the subject of import 
quotas would be discussed. Such hear
ings have been underway since June 4. 
I am sure that the issues raised by the 
Senator from South Carolina will re
ceive a thorough, careful hearing by the 
House Ways and Means Committee. 

The House conferees also refused to 
accept the provision offered in the Sen
ate by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
DOMINICK] regarding the collection of 
debts owed this country by foreign na
tions. Eventually a compromise was 
reached, however, in which the Senate 
conferees agreed to recede on condition 
that the Secretary of State and the Sec
retary of the Treasury be required to 
submit a report to Congress on the 
appropriate terms and conditions for 
payment of indebtedness of foreign 
countries to the United States. 

One of the other provisions upon which 
the House conferees insisted that the 
Senate conferees recede was the amend
ment offered on the Senate :floor by the 
Senator from California [Mr. MURPHY], 
which concerns the tax status of the ad- · 
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vertis:ing revenues :0f J>ertocl.iea.ls pub
llShed by tax-exempt organizations. A. 
recent Treasury ntling would make these 
revenues taxable. While this 1s an issue 
that deserves congressional study, it <Ce.R 
be considered carefully in the proper 
~om.m.ittees of Congress. 

Finally, the House 1COnferees ·ad
amantly refused to accept the committee 
amendment which would have eliminated 
the prior work requirement as a condi
tion for eligibility for AFDC payments 
for dependent children of unemployed 
men. · 

The-amendments agreed to by the con
ferees in the Semate-p.assed provisions 
can, I believe, li>e considered relS1tively 
minnr. Many '8.re perfecting ·amendm-ents 
fully within the .intent of the Senate 
pmvisi.oms. 

Perhaps the most :significant compro
mise WAS the cne that w.as reached with 
respect to industTiai development bonds. 
It will be :remembered tha-t the Senate 
adopted twn -separate amendments ioon
eerning these bomds, one .a committee 
amendment, the ·other a fioor amend
ment offered by the 'Senator irom Con
necticut !lM-r. RrmcoF.FJ. These amend
ments had :the e1l'ect of ,continuing the 
tax exemption for the interest on such 
bonds until January 1, 196.9~ and lthen 
terminating th.e exemption for certain 
classes .of these bonds. 'The conferees 
agr.eed to continue the exemption for cer
ta.in iciassesm these bonds. The confer-ees 
agreed to continue the exemption for all 
such bonds when the 1ssues are $1 million 
or less. This will .insure that sm.'8.11 com
munities .can ~ontinue to issue exempt 
bonds to :encolll'age m:dustry to locate in 
then' jurisdictions. The conferees '8lls0 
agreed to continue the tax-exempt 
status of cerfain limited categories of in
dustrial development bm!lds 'even where 
the issues exceed. '$1 million. T.hat is ex
plained in detaU in the booklet to whieh 
I earlier referred. 

Addition.ally, May 1, 1968, was selected 
as tbe date the new provision was to be 
effective. The date was selected. tJo fore
stall :any la'St minute :surge in bond issues 
of this type on the part of those trying 
to get in :ahead of the deadline . .'Such :a 
surge would be parti'Cularly disruptive at 
this time. The reonditions wrder which 
bonds issued after the May 1 date would 
remain tax exempt :are ·similar to those 
contained in the amendment sponsored 
by the Senator Irom ,Connecticut IMr. 
RIBICOFFJ. Additional exemptions are 
added for industrial parks, exclusive of 
specific facilities, and for residential real 
property under certain conditions. 

.I may add that the distinguished Sen
ator from Oklahoma [.Mr. MON.RONEY], 
the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. STENNIS], and the distin
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON] were likewise greatly in-
terested in this provision, and I think 
the conference agreement on this point 
meets with their .approval. 

Unlike the Ribico:ff amendment, the 
conference report applies to purchases 
of land as well as to purchases of de
preciable property. 

A comp:romise was also reached with. 
reS'pect to the corporate speedup provi
sions ·Of --the House and Senate bills. Un
der that compromise tbe icurrent $100,-

000 exemption f"O.r corpor~te .estimated 
tax payments is to be reduced in five 
stages to $5.;500, as the . Senate bill pro
vided. Then th~ $5,500 exemption 1s to 
be eliminated ·over a ·5-yea.r period so that 
by 197'i corporations aind individuals will 
be on the same eurrent payment basis. 

The confeirees agreed to the Senate 
provision offered by the Senator from 
Kansas {Mr. 'CARLS0N] extending tax
exempt :staitus for ~ertam hospital serv
ice crganizatir:ms, but limited the exemp
tion to a joint :enterprise which is orga
nized .and operated solely to perform 
data processing, purchasing, warehous
ing, billing .and collection. food, indus
trial engineering, laboratory, ,printing~ 
eommtmicatiom;~ or personnel !fun.ctions 
for hoSl)itals. Purchasimg for this pur
pose :incl utles the purcha'Sing and dis
pensing .uf drugs and l!>harmaceuticals 
to member l:losp1tals. 

"The conferees .amplified the .expendi
ture control provisions of tlre Senate bill. 
In addition to the $6 billion expendi
ture :reduction, the conference report 
a.I.so T.equired a $11.0 bill:km :reduction in 
Dew o'btigationai ·authority for fiscal year 
19.69. J.n additiou, 'theP:resident1s to sub
mit recommendations for $8' b.illion of 
rescissions in outstanding autlmrity in 
his budg;et :for fiscal year 1'970. These 
latter two .provisions wer.e reviewed with 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
bef-ore they were adopted by the con
f:el'ees. The .same exemptions from the 
expenditure provisio:ms are . included in 
the cmiference :report that were adopted 
by the Sena.te with one exception. The 
conf er-ees .agreed to delete the exception 
provided by ~he senate for the TV A. The 
expen:Iilitures of the TV A are not as un
controllable u those in fthe other exempt 
categDries-Vietnam expenditllt'es, Social 
Security Act payments, interest on the 
debt. amd v..eterans benefits. Any saving 
madelby TVA will.contribute to the over
all. red.ucti0n goal-regardless of how TVA 
is .financed. 

M0di:ficaticms were agreed to in the 
Senate provision impooing a limit on the 
n:wnber of Federal employees. Separate 
limitations were provided for full-time 
permanent employees and for part-time 
employees. In the farmer -case, the limit 
was set as the number of employees on 
the Federal pay.roll on JUiil.e 30, 1966. The 
number of such emp]Qyees on that date 
is known .. whereas there is some ques
tion as to the number that were on the 
rolls on September 20, 1966, the date 
selected by the ·Senate. No exceptions 
were provided under this provision for 
full-time permanent employees, but the 
Budget Director is given the authority to 
allocate positions as necessary to achieve 
the more efficient operation of the .gov
ernment. The method for reacb.ing the 
new limit is the sa:me as that adopted in 
the Senate bill, but the rate at which 
tha~ limit will ibe approached is slower. 
Three out of four positions vacated by 
normal resignations can be filled until the 
limit is reached, under the conf erenc·e re
port, whereas the Senate bill would have 
allowed only two out of !our vacancies to 
be filled. 

In the ca·se of ·part-'tlme ·employees, 
the limitation is to be the number em
ployed in the corresponding month . of 
1967, with the exception that up to 70,006 

temporary employees may ,be hired un
der :the program ·to provide summer em
ployment for disadvantaged ,youth. 'ln. 
addition, the conferees expressed the in
tent that the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget not reduce the number -0f 
employees in the Veterans' Administra
tion below the .June 30, 1966, level. 

With regard. to the public welfare 
amendments approved by the Senate, 
I think th-e .Senate can take' .satisfac
tion in the ,conference ,agl'eements. 
WhUe the final bill does not -contain 
all that some of .the Senators would have 
liked, it mak-es a major .step in achieving 
the aims <>f the Se:::iJ.ate bill. 

The .limitation on -aid to families with 
dependent ehildre~. .known 'B.s the 
''AF.DC freeze," is :.postponed i<>r 1 year 
to allow time f<Gr effective . implementa
tion of the work iiloentive program de
signed to guarantee training and jolts 
for appropriate AFDC recili>ients. 

Equally important, the conference 
agreement makes 'Special provision tor 
adjusting the AFDC limitation in those 
States whose eligibility reg:a:irements ·alle 
affected by -ccmrt tieeisions. This is pmr
ticulairly a.J>propriate in view of the re
cetJ.t Supreme Court ciecision striking 
down the so-.c:alled man-in-the-house 
rule. 

We were .a1:so able to g.et the .H'Ouse 
con.fer-ees to agree t-o two O'ther impor
tant welfare amendments. 'The iirst will 
permit .StB1tes to pay AFDC to unem
ployed fathers dllliing -any week they rlo 
not :receive unemplayment compensa
tion. P.resent law prohibits payment of 
AF.DC .anytime during a mnnth .in -w.hich. 
unemployment compensation is p:aid
even though it may only be for the :fu:st 
week nf the mom.th. 'Dhe '-conference 
a.greem:ent presezwes the ma.in purpose of 
the Senate bill. 

.IA second Senate 'Welfare amendment 
was ac.cepte.d b:y the .House -CQO:ferees 
without change. It postpones :for ·2 years 
a :cutoff .of Federal funds ior Medicaid 
services which would ha-v-e been provided 
under pal"t 13 of medieare :1f the State 
had beught •in for eligible >persons.. 

.CQN.CLUSION 

'I have outlined what I believ~ litTe the 
more important modifications in the 
Senate blll m-ade by the eo:nferees. These 
modifieations do not diluite the ba'Sie 
im:Pact of the 'Senate l)ill. They do not 
change the fact that the ilefic:l.t 1n the 
Federal budget will be reduced to man
ageable proportions through a balanced 
program of -expenditure reductions an11 
a tax increase. 

This report, then, is essentially the 
same as the one the Senate approved by 
a vote of 57 to 31 on April 2. The fac
tors whieh persuaded us that it was 
necessary to pass the bill then have be-· 
ceme even more compelling since that 
tlme. 'I urge the Senate to adopt this 
confereRce report promptly to put the 
world l:>n notice that the United States 
h.as begun to morve in the direction of 
putting its financial house m order. 

Let me add just a few words more on 
the programs. Rel'B.ted to the financial 
health o-f this Nation is the · physical 
health of its citizens. Illness and the 
consequences 'Of illness rare extremely 
costly. The billions of tloHars we now 
spend f.or medl'eare and · medieald are 
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ample proof of that. The billions of 
dollars 1n wages and taxes lost because 
of sickness also testify to the need to 
make ·good medical care more generally 
available in order to prevent that social 
and financial loss through timely treat
ment and prevention. 

The heart of the solution to this prob
lem is to increase the supply of phy
sicians and to generally improve our 
medical schools. The Congress has al
ready recognized this in enacting the 
Health Professions Assistance Act and 
related legislation. 

The bill we are now considering could 
cause some reduction in :financial aid to 
medical schooJ.s--:probably in the areas 
involving construction grants and to 
some extent research project grants. But 
we would expect that the administration 
would not make expenditure reductions 
below the amounts appropriated for 
''educational improvement grants" and 
''general research support grants." In the 
case of medical schools, the amounts in
volved for these grant programs total ap
proximately $67 million for fiscal 1969. 

Just yesterday, the Committee on Ap
propriations of the House approved the 
full amounts requested for the educa
tional improvemen_t and general research 
support grants. In their report they ex
pressed their serious concern, which we 
share, "about the :financial difficulties 
that beset a nwnber of medical and den
tal schools." They stated: 

At a time when the country is faced with 
the prospect of a growing shortage of medi
cal and dental personnel and when serious 
efforts are being made to expand educational 
fac111tl.es, it would be highly imprudent to 
weaken existing institutions by the with
drawal of support on which they are, directly 
or indirectly, partially dependent. 

The House Appropriations Committee 
then reported: 

The committee believes, therefore. that it 
1s not desirable to reduce programs, such as 
the general research support grants, and the 
educational improvement grants under the 
health manpower appropriation, that pro
vides soine measure of flexible support .for 
these schools. 

Some medical schools have indicated 
that they might simply have to stop 
teach!ng doctors if Federal assistance 1s 
curta1led. These schools which are pains
takingly building up their faculties will 
be able, at least, to hold the line-if 
there is no cut by the administration 1n 
the amounts appropriated for the gen
eral research support and educational 
1mprovement grants. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Alabama has fought for many years to 
get the assistance needed by our medical 
schools in order for them to turn out 
more and better doctors. We wotild not 
want to reduce these grant programs 
and, in efiect, lose overnight what took 
so long to win. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, let me take 
this opportunity to commend the Sen
ator from Florida for calling attention 
to the critical financial situation that 
prevails amc>ng our schools of .medicine 
and dentistry. The University of st. 
Louis, solely for financial reasons, has 
felt compelled to discontinue its dental 
school. The dental school of Loyola Uni
versity of New Orleans has been closed, 
but its facilities and faculty will be ab-

sorbed by the new dental school of Loui
siana State University. Other medical 
and dental schools are considering clos
ure and many are in danger of losing 
accreditation. 

The shortage of physicians and den
tists are already severe. It is essential 
and urgent, therefore, that a high prior
ity be given .in 1969 to the funding of 
basic improvement grants, special im
provement grants, and general research 
support grants for medical and dental 
schools. 

It is equally urgent that there be no 
cutbacks in the appropriations for con
struction assistance for medical and 
dental schools. The facilities of many 
existing schools are so obsolete as to 
Pose a threat to accreditation. We need 
many more new schools as well as ex
pansions of our existing schools if we 
are to meet the medical and dental needs 
of our country. 

Furthermore, I strongly oppose any re
duction in the appropriations for the 
health programs of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. These 
programs are an investment in the 
health, the strength and well-being of 
our country. To curtail the investment 
would weaken our Nation and so I oppose 
adoption of the conference report. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION TODAY 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE CON
TROL ACT OF 1968-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the conference report on the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Dela.ware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield me 12 
minutes? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President. I am 
glad to yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from Delaware such time as he may 
desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YOUNG of Ohi-0 in the chair). The Sena
tor from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I strongly urge the Senate to 
adopt the conference report. I do not 
think we have any choice. 

In the past few months we have seen 
the American dollar challenged as never 
before. Our supply of gold in January 
1960 was $19.4 billion. In January 1964 
it had dropped to $15.5 billion. The most 
recent report, dated June 12, shows it 
had dropped to $10.3 billion. 

During that same period our inventory 
of silver dropped from $2.2 billion to 
$303 million in June 1968. 

A further examination of the Treasury 
Department's report for fiscal 1968, the 
most recent report, .shows that UP to 
June 12 we spent $27.5 billion more than 
our income. This amount will be reduced 
somewhat by the larger collections on 

June 15, but that will also be oft'set by 
the heayy expenditures at the end of the 
:fiscal year. 

'1'HE BUDGET DEFICITS 

In the fiscal year 19'68, which closes 
at the end of this month~ there will be 
a deficit in the Federal budget of roughly 
$25 billion. This follows a period of 7 
consecutive years in which we have had 
deficits. albeit smaller deficits. While we 
can do little to alter the disturbing out
come of the fiscal year 1968, we must 
act now to prevent a repetition of this 
dreary record next year. But the harsh 
fact is that if we do not approve this 
bill the deficit in the fiscal year ~969 will 
exceed 1968's record-breaking level. 

The estimated deficit in the budget for 
1969 in the absen~e of tax increases or 
expenditure reductions or the continua
tion of those excise taxes in the confer
ence report is. slightly over $28 billion. 
Vietnam costs have already raised this 
$2.6 billion. bringing the total to over 
$30 billion, and who knows how much 
more expenditures will rise in the ab
sence of stern :fiscal action-and this bill 
admittedly is stern :fiscal action. But let 
those who will not take this action be 
prepared to bear the responsibility for 
the havoc which will be wrought upon 
our land if they should represent the 
majority. Failure to act now to prevent 
the Government from incurring another 
large deficit would be an act of :fiscal 
irresponsibility and nothing else. In a 
period like this we must all tighten our 
belts to preserve the fiscal welfare of 
our country-and it is the :fiscal welfare 
upon which in the last analysis all other 
welfares must depend. Let me aloo say 
that this - belt tightening must be 
shared-not only must the taxpayer 
tighten his belt, but the Government 
must tighten its expenditure belt as well. 

DOMESTIC INFLATION 

I turn now to the danger of domestic 
inflation. 

Our prosperity in recent years has 
been coupled with what we all must rec
ognize, whether we like it or not. is a 
wartime, forced-draft economy and ex
cessive budget deficits. Given this situa
tion. it is no wonder that we have begun 
to feel real pains of inflation, and we will 
feel them still more in the months ahead. 

Last year when the tax surcharge was 
initially consider·ed the evidence avail
able indicated that the upward push of ' 
costs was then the primary source of 
price increases. The situation has 
changed since then, however. Now it is 
clear that the pull of excessive demand is 
the prime source of inflationary pres
sures. 

Nearly half of the record $19 billion 
increase in gross national product in the 
first 3 months of this year was attribut
able to price increases. Unlike 1966, in
creases were not concentrated in selected 
sectors but occurred throughout the 
economy. 

Consumers, who had been saving at 
historically high rates, increased their 
outlays at an annual rate of $17 billion 
in the first quarter. This record increase 
was on]y made possible by an appreciable 
reduction in their previous rate of sav
ings. The savings rate fell, for example, 
from 7 .5 percent in the fourth quarter 
of 1967 to 6.6 percent in the first quarter 
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of 1968. As might be expected in a period 
such as this, the demand for automo
biles has shown substantial increases in 
this period. Automobile production in the 
first quarter of 1968 is 13 percent over 
the seasonally adjusted level of Novem
ber of last year. 

Demand in the other segments of the 
economy also has increased. This is true 
not only of Government purchases at the 
State and local as well as Federal levels 
but also in the case of fixed investment 
by business. Plant and equipment spend
ing, for example, was up to an annual 
rate of nearly $65 billion in the first 
quarter of 1968 from a level of slightly 
under $62 billion in 1967. Other evidence 
of demand increases which we can antici
pate for the future is suggested by an 
increase of nearly 5 percent in corporate 
profits in the first quarter of the year 
over the fourth quarter. Inventory in
creases also have started to occur in re
cent months, and once these begin to 
accumulate their impact can be sub
stantial. 

What does this prospect of inflationary 
pressure mean? It means that the real 
income of the poor-yes, of the middle 
income class too-and the elderly and 
others forced to live on fixed incomes 
will be down sharply. In effect, if we 
should not impose a tax here there will 
be an infiation tax which will likely be 
far more severe and discriminatory in its 
application. It is important for those ad
vocating expanded programs for the poor 
to remember that the poor suffer most 
from this in:flation tax and that a more 
realistic treatment of the budget in fact 
means more in terms of real incomes for 
the less fortunate. In:flation also distorts 
investment choices and sows the seeds of 
a future recession. 

HIGH INTEREST RATES 

The third problem is high inter~st 
rates. 

Certainly fiscal restraint is called for 
in our financial markets today. Although 
the Federal Reserve has not pursued a 
monetary policy even approaching the 
tightness of the "credit crunch" of 1966, 
nonetheless interest rates have moved up 
to the highest levels in over a hundred 
years. From May 1967 to May 1968, for 
example, interest rates on corporate 
triple-A bonds have gone up a full per
centage point from 5% to 6% percent. 

Until recently these high interest rates 
have not been accompanied by a loss of 
funds on the part of mortgage lenders. 
In April and May, however, such losses, 
reminiscent of the experience of 1966, 
began to occur. Interest rates on Federal 
securities, now at a level of 5.90 percent 
for 3- to 5-year issues, are so high that 
savers are tempted to shift funds from 
accounts with savings and loan associa
tions to Government bonds. In some 
areas of the country mortgage money is 
available only at rates of 7¥:.? percent or 
higher. 

Banker after banker has warned us 
that we face a monetary crisis. In fact, 
the banking community is all but unani
mous in favoring this bill. This also is 
almost true of the business community
despite their natural distaste for tax in
creases. I have seldom if ever seen a bill 
providing for tax increases which com
mands the wide business support that 
this bill does. 

I might also call attention to the fact 
that the stock market, since the prospect 
of the enactment of the b111, has defi
nitely turned upward. The analyses are 
in wide agreement that it is the improved 
credit position that this bill will provide 
for the country that accounts for this 
improvement in the market. 

Unless Federal credit demands can be 
reduced the country must face a choice 
between a repetition of the credit crunch 
of 1966 or a further acceleration in the 
rate of in:flation-neither of which is a 
tolerable prospect. · 

The effects of these high-interest rates 
are cevere distortions in the economy 
which will last for many years to come. 
We must not allow these distortions to 
be further accelerated. By distortions I 
ref er to the high cost of making invest
ments--whether the investments are in 
homes for our younger people just get
ting married or whether they be in the 
form of capital goods required for in
creased productivity by industry. 

THE OUTFLOW OF INTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS 

The fourth problem is worsened in
ternational payments. 

The damage, resulting from the fail
ure to approve this bill, to the interna
tional standing of the dollar might be ir
reparable. I never thought I would see 
the day when foreigners refused to ac
cept our dollars. Yet that day arrived last 
winter. Fortunately the episode lasted 
only briefly. Decisive action is necessary, 
however, to prevent it from occurring 
again. 

The position of the dollar has declined 
from the peak reached in the early post
World war II years, eroded by persistent 
balance-of-payments deficits. The record 
of the last 6 months demonstrates the 
way large budget deficits at a time of full 
employment, by contributing to infla
tion, cause a deterioration in the balance 
of payments. Rising prices have made 
imports more attractive and have made 
our exports less attractive. When domes
tic demand exceeded domestic supplies 
many disappointed buyers turned to im
ports. The result has been a steady de
terioration in our traditional surplus of 
exports over imports. In March imports 
actually exceeded exports. In April, al
though there was an improvement, on a 
census basis we have only about one
half our traditional balance-of-trade 
surplus, a surplus which is needed to 
carry other less favorable factors in our 
balance of payments. If we do not im
prove our trade balance a worsened bal
ance of payments may be in prospect for 
the future. 

Confidence in the dollar has also been 
weakened, of course, by events in other 
countries. The devaluation of the British 
pound last November was followed by a 
general loss of confidence and a sharp 
increase in the demand for gold. The re
sulting crisis led to the adoption of a 
two-tier system under which gold is ex
changed between central banks at the 
fixed price of $35 an ounce while the 
price of gold is allowed to find its own 
level in the private market-recent 
price for this free gold seems to range 
between $42 and $45 an ounce. 

The announcement of this new two
tier system restored calm to the gold 
markets of Europe, at least for a while. 
The establishment of the system owes 

much to the hard work and dedication 
of Secretary of the Treasury, Henry 
Fowler, and to Mr. Martin, Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board. Both these 
men have worked hard to sustain the 
value of the dollar and preserve the fab
ric of international finance. Yet they 
would be the first to affirm that the new 
system will continue to work only if we 
can avoid a further serious loss of con
fidence and only if we improve our bal
ance of payments. 

I cannot say what the precise results 
would be if confidence in the dollar were 
to be destroyed. The tremendous expan
sion in free world trade in the postwar 
period was based upon a financial struc
ture in which the dollar was accepted 
as a reserve currency. The destruction of 
this system would surely have grave con
sequences for world trade. Even if a 
worldwide recession were avoided, all 
would lose through a general reduction 
in trade and commerce between nations. 

The present crisis in France may 
weaken confidence in the dollar, not 
strengthen it. The chaos in France now 
may shake confidence in all currencies. 
It is more imperative than ever, there
fore, that we take a decisive step to con
vince the world that the United States 
is able and willing to preserve the value 
of the dollar. 

IMPACT OF THE BILL 

A return to fiscal responsibility is 
necessary through curbs on expenditures 
and an increase in receipts sufficient to 
reduce the budget deficit to manageable 
proportions. A sharp reduction in the 
budget deficit accomplished in the man
ner set out in this bill will reduce excess 
domestic demand for goods and services, 
both directly through cuts in Federal 
spending and indirectly through a reduc
tion in disposable incomes, and restore a 
proper balance between spending and 
production in the economy. It will also 
relieve pressures in the financial mar
kets and promote the early re.duction of 
interest rates. Moreover, the action pro
vided in this bill will strengthen the posi
tion of the dollar. It will convince for
eign bankers and other foreigners who 
hold dollars that the United States 
stands ready to adopt the measures 
which are necessary to keep our :financial 
House in order. 

A combination of expenditure reduc
tions and the tax surcharge will reduce 
the prospective budget deficit in the 
coming fiscal year by an estimated $20 
billion. ln 1 year the deficit will decline 
from just under $25 billion to well un
der $10 billion-probably closer to $5 
billion-provided expenditures for Viet
nam do not increase substantially beyond 
present expectations. This step will be 
sufficient to restrain inflationary pres
sures without the risk of recession. Cer
tainly, we stand a far better chance of 
avoiding a recession if we take positive 
action to restore balance to the economy 
than if we do nothing to prevent the 
present inflationary boom from proceed
ing to a bust. I should make it clear, 
however, that it may take some time 
before the bill has the effect I have sug
gested. Therefore, unfortunately there 
may be further price increases before the 
impact of this bill is felt. 

The long delay in the enactment of 
this tax increase-expenditure reduction 

.. 
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package has already planted the seeds 
for a recession--a recession which could 
have been either avoided or at least mini
mized had the proper fiscal -restraint 
been displayed. 

It is unfortunate that we have waited 
as long as we have before taking a.Ction 
on this bill. The burdens requrred by a 
return to fiscal responsibility are dis
tributed fairly under this bill. It requires 
the Government whose increased ex
penditures are largely responsible for 
the present situation to share equally 
with taxpayers. The $6 billion r .eduction 
in proposed expenditures for fiscal year 
1969 provided in this conference report 
is in addition to the $4. billion ;reduction 
carried out in fiscal year 1968 as the re
sult of congressional action last fall. To
gether, the two expenditure reductions 
are approximately equal to the amount 
of additional tax that will be collect€d 
under the surcharge. 

EXPENDrrURE CONTBOL 

· It is also appropriate for Congress to 
impose a celling on Federal expendi
tures. This feature of the bill ls not an 
innovation. It is an attempt to meet the 
obligations imposed by the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946-legislation 
which remains in force although it has 
been largely ignored. That leglislation. 
in turn, attempted to reestablish con
gressional control over the budget. When 
the Nation was smaller and expenditure 
programs were not as numerous or as 
complex. Congress was able to control 
the overall level of expenditures and to 
relate it closely to tax receipts. This 
ability has been lost. We no longer focus 
on the broad dimensions of the budget 
but only on individual programs. As a 
result, the total of expenditures is gen
erally not known until all the individual 
appropriations bills can be added up. 
Taxes then have to be adjusted or addi
tional borrowing authority granted to 
meet these expenditures. We must return 
to the practice of first deciding how 
much we can afford to spend and then 
determine how to spend it. This was the 
intent behind the 1946 legislation.· This 
bill iS a further attempt to move in that 
direction. I hope it will encourage us t.o 
find more efficient ways to achieve this 
objective in the future. If we do not Con
gress will surrender control over the 
broad outlines of the Federal budget. 

Mr. President. I urge the adoption of 
the conference report. 

Mr. President. as the acting minority 
leader. I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from Oregon on the opposite side of the 
conference reP-Ort. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. I thank 
the Senator. I may ask for an additional 
5 minutes. 

I oppose the bill, because what the 
country needs is a tax reform bill, not a 
tax increase bill. 

It is a sad thing that Congress, having 
the great OPPortunlty that it has had to 
revise and reform the tax structure of 
this country, is proceeding now to en
trench the injustices that already exist 
in the very bad tax .structure of our 
country. 

It is very dimcult to understand, but 
the American people are beginning to 
understand. The American people in 
large numbers know the injustices of the 
blll, and the American people are well 

aware of the fact that Congress ls walk- mouth watering> for this bill to be 
ing out on its responsibility t.Q bring passed. The banking hou8es are waiting, 
proper tax relief to the American people. their mouths watering for the economic 

The blll inereases taxes on those who killing they a.re going to make as the 
are aiready paying .taxes and <>n those ~esult of this unfair tax bill. 
who a.re entitled to some relief from the What we ought to give the American 
taxes they are already paying. What they farmers and the American taxpayers 
need is a tax reform bill that will bring generally is a tax reform bill. The Amer
into taxation the minimum of $21 billion ican farmers know what the vertical 
that is involved in tax escapism in this monopoly development is doing today t.o 
country. · American agriculture. 

The bill contains nothing that would That is one of the reasons-only one--
tax those who are able now, because of for the great migration of farmers to the 
their vested influence to continue to urban centers. That is why the evidence 
escape the payment of taxes they ought before us shows that within 10 years 
to be paying. there will be more teachers in this coun-

We have been pleading here for the try-although there will not be enough
last 18 months to increase Federal reve- than family farmers. 
nues through a tax reform bill. How- The vertical monoPQly approach has 
ever, the pressure from the lobbies has already taken over the poultry Industry, 
been able finally to impose this pending has almost taken over the production 
injustice upon the taxpayers instead. of hogs, and within 10 years or less will 
They are already paying taxes that are take over the production of beef. Of 
too high-and they are too high because course, many tax gimmicks in regard to 
approximately $21 billion of tax escapism the vertical monopoly approach are 
is going on. working to the advantage of these in-

The charitable trust is one. The chari- creasing, powerful monopolies in this 
table trust has become a tax racket. A country and to the disadvantage of those 
church or some group qualifying as a who really believe In a free enterprise 
nonprofit religious group may operate a. system. 
farm implement business, a hotel, a de- I would be less than honest if I did 
partment store-you name it. It pays no not let the RECORD show my great disap
tax on that business. although a eom- pointment as to what has happened to 
petitor down the street or in the next many libe.rals in congress in regard to 
town, in competition with them, who op- this tax bill. They have been sucked in 
erates the same type of business. pays again because of the great wave of prop
taxes on it. Give me a reason for it. You aganda that has engulfed the country 
cannot. that the bill is necessary for inftation 

I am for charity and I am !or churches. control. 
But I am also for the separation of A blll of this type will not do much to 
church and state. This is one field in check inflation. We will not check lnfla
which we have not separated church and tlon in this country until we return to 
state, because when those charitable producing goods that create wealth. and 
trusts are given this type of tax exemp- we are not doing so at the present time. 
tion, the American taxpayer generally is We are producing goods that destroy 
paying for that cehurch and its program wealth as well as destroy lives. We can
in large measure. not escape this wrong economic policy 

We ought to do something to require · in this country by this unsound blll. It 
the payment of millions and millions of will in f t t to b i :fl t• 
dollars in taxes which is being avoided prove · ac no · e an n a ion 

contf.'lol bill at all. 
by the oil industry of the country-one we have already slaughtered more 
of the most powerful lobbies in the Re- than 25,000 American boys in a war in 
public. We ought at least to reduce the 
27 .5 percent depletion allowance. It which we should not be involved at all. 
ought to be entirely eliminated. There As a result of this war, we are seeing the 
is not the slightest justification for this military-industrial complex take over 

more and more the economy of the coun
kind of favoritism being given the 011 try. But millions of American people are 
industry of the country-and that in- beginning to get wise, and they are al
cludes the Texas oil wells as well as oil 
wells in other parts of the country. They r:eady beginning to register their wisdom 
all ought to be brought under a tax at the ballot boxes of the country. And 
structure in which they would pay their millions more will do so come November, 
fair burden. That also includes the issue Mr. President, because the American peo
of vertical monopoly development in this pie are not going to tolerate any longer-

and should not--the taking over of the 
country and the ne€d for reform in the economy of this e01mtry by the militarycapital gains tax. 

Why did this senate not come to grips industrial complex that has come to de
with the tax-escapism that is involved tennine so many of the policies of the 
now under the system of capital gains Republic. 
and vertical monopoly development in wn.L TAX BOOST HELP HOMEBUILDINGs? 

this country2 Mr. President. I doubt the blll will have 
That is why the farmers of the coun- much effect on 1nflat1on. I know the 

try are greatly concerned with what is propaganda. I am getting the wires and 
happening in America agriculture. Lis- the letters in my omce. too. from some of 
ten to the American farmers. We will the organizations interested in housing. 
listen to them this fall, I say to my Demo- from the bankers. and from the building 
cratlc colleagues. because once again we and loan associations: ••vote for the bill, 
are walking into a reactionary Republi- because lt will help us with housing." 
can trap in regard to this bilL What do they mean? They mean they 

The great Republican financial lobby hope it will curb Interest rates and price 
houses of this country are strong for increases. But it is equally likely thB.t 
this bill. The stock market is waiting, prices will continue to go up. At best in-

, 
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terest rates may level off. But nothing in 
the bill will lower interest rates. 

We also need a reform bill that will do 
something about lowering the interest 
rates, not letting them continue to go 
sky high. 

Mr. President, the savings institutions, 
the home construction industry, and 
building materials industry, chiefly lum
ber, have written me often and at length 
in support of this conference report. They 
favor it in a belief, which I think is a 
mistaken belief, that it will reduce in
terest rates and enable the home con
struction industry to revive. 

So long as the war in Vietnam con
tinues, with its budget of $30 billion plus, 
I see no real prospect that interest rates 
will come down. In fact, I have heard lit
tle evidence that they will come down. 
What is hoped for is that they will not 
go higher. 

But what of the buyer's end of the sit
uation? The whole purpose of the tax in
crease is to sop up consumer spending 
to curb inflation. The theory is to take 
the money in taxes so it will not be spent 
in the marketplace and bid up prices. 

If the tax increase succeeds in having 
this result, I do not see how it can help 
but reduce the disposable income that 
the average family will have to put into 
buying a new home. 

The best I can see coming from the 
program is a leveling off of interest rates 
and a reduction in disposable income. 
That does not spell a spurt in home build
ing to me. And both of these results may 
well be pure wishful thinking. 

Let me say to the lumber industry of 
my State, which this morning thinks it 
wants this bill, that this legislation may 
just as likely have a detrimental effect 
on the lumber industry. 

IMPACT ON DOMESTIC BUDGET 

What of the other part of this pack
age-the $6 billion budget cut? It will 
sacrifice general welfare programs. Some 
noises are being made by the adminis
tration that some of the money will come 
out of military expenditures. Let them 
particularize it. We do not have the 
slightest justification for passing the bill 
today until we, Congress--for we raise 
the funds, appropriate the _ money, au
thorize the expenditures, and have the 
responsibility of passing the ta-x legisla
tion-tell the American people in ad
vance where every dollar of that $6 bil
lion cut will come from. 

We should stop passing the buck to the 
President. That is all-the two commit
tees have done thus far. They have not 
earmarked anything. It is not good poli
tics to earmark it. The election is too 
close. I do not know whom they think 
they are kidding, but they are not kidding 
the senior Senator from Oregon and mil
lions of American taxpayers. Millions of 
American taxpayers are entitled to have 
Congress tell them exactly where the 
money will come from for the $6 billion 
cut. 

I speak as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Education. I know where a lot 
of the money will come from. It will 
come by way of budget cuts that will in
jure the kids of America, as they are de
nied the opportunity to which they are 
entitled.:_to develop to the maximum 
extent their intellectual potential, which 

1s the gr.eatest security weapon this coun- irig and its counterparts in the State 
try has. Department. It is most dangerous for us 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. in the Republic. 
LAUSCHE in the chair) . The time of the This tax increase will -perpetuate the 
Senator has expired. · unreal and artificial military and politi

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous consent cal policy we are pursuing in Europe. 
that I may proceed for 5 additional min- Twenty years after the end of a war in 
utes. which we affirmed that we had no am

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without bition to hold conquered territory, the 
objection, it is so ordered. U.S. military still sits atop Western Eu-

Mr. MORSE. A great deal of the money rope. We say we are there to protect our 
will come from general welfare needs; friends. We say our friends want us 
and for much of the money that it is there. If they do, it is only because we 
believed will be saved out of the $6 bil- are spending our money and using our 
lion, much more will be paid, beoause manpower in place of their own. I am not 
there will be great internal trouble impressed by argtiments that if the 
throughout the country. Millions of peo- United States did not dominate Europe 
ple are not going to stand by and let militarily, Qermany would become its 
Congress invoke this type of injustice principal def ender with some insidious 
upon them. They are not going to stand implication that this means a revival of 
by and let Congress slash these domestic German imperialism. 
programs so the country can send more I say that we cannot anticipate history. 
and more boys to be slaughtered in South We cannot figure all the angles years in 
Vietnam, in a completely unjustified, im- the future and try to prevent the hypo
moral, and illegal war. That is why the thetical from happening without a tre
Republic is split; and the Republic will mendous, wasteful expenditure of money 
not be united by this type of injustice. and people. 

I do not intend to pull in my flag 1 Germany is a big, wealthy, modern na-
inch just because I am a candidate for tion. It has a lot to defend and a lot to 
office. I just came through a tough pri- use in its own defense. Why should the 
mary, as everyone knows. My foreign pol- United States provide its defense? It is 
icy did not make it tough. What made it a ridiculous policy. 
tough was that I lost many labor votes But it will be perpetuated just as long 
because I do not yield to labor when it as we continue to furnish the money to 
is wrong. I stood up for what I knew the continue it. We will continue to have 
facts were in regard to the two great men not only in Germany, but in Bel
cases-the railroad case and the airline gium, Great Britain, Italy, Spain, Tur
case-and won the disapproval of cer- key, and Scandinavia, as part of this 
tain segments of American labor. I do great military complex. We will continue 
not intend to pull in my flag on foreign to spend over $2% billion on it, we will 
policy, on labor policy, or on any other continue to lose out on our balance of 
policy that I know is supported by the payments with Europe. Remember that 
facts. there are no offset arrangements that 

The American people are making clear reimburse the American taxpayer for 
to Congress-and Congress should read keeping those men there. Some of the 
their handwriting before it is too late, dollars spent in Germany are frozen 
and it is large on the blackboard of through German purchase into U.S. 
American public opinion-that if Con- bonds, but that only means they cannot 
gress continues this type of injustice and be exchanged for gold. The talk about 
goes forward with the cuts that will be "offset arrangements" has misled too 
made from general welfare, from educa- many Americans into thinking Germany 
tion, from poverty, from the model cities repays us for the cost of those U.S. sol
program, from public works, and from diers, and this is not the case at all. In 
all the things that are necessary to give fact, we will pay Germany interest on 
economic protection to the masses of the the bonds she has purchased, so it will 
people, the people will hold Members of cost the-United States more than just the 
Congress to an aooounting-and they cost of the soldiers. 
should. The burden of the Military Establish-

Mr. President, I say to the lobbyists ment on the backs of the American peo
who are urging me this morning-with ple has to be lightened. The 10 percent 
the large pack of wires I have-that the surtax will increase it, and it will assure 
bill has something to do with housing: the perpetuation of the antiquaterl but 
You will build fewer houses when this ingrained policies of the Pentagon that 
budget cut is passed. I say to the build- are costing us so dearly. 
ing and loan associations, I say to the What we must do is to serve notice 
housing groups· You will build fewer that we are going to stop the present 
houses after this bill is passed than you spending of $77 billion in a military de
are building now· f ense budget. In a few weeks it will be 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will $83 billion. 
the Senator yield? One year from today, remember the 

Mr. MORSE. I shall be happy to yield prediction of the senior Senator from 
to the Senator from South Dakota in just Oregon as I give it to the Senate now: 
a moment. If we do not change our present foreign 
TAX J:NCREASE A BOON ONLY TO MJ:LJ:TARY policy, we will be spending over $100 

ESTABLISHMENT billion for a defense budget. We could 
The las·i; thing I wish to say is that take the $6 billion budget cut out of the 

the place to check a growing monster in military budget without missing it, in
this Republic that threatens our whole stead of -taking it out of the general 
economic and Political system is the welfare of the American people in rela
American military, and I am speaking of tion to their economic interests at home. 
its policymakers at the Pentagon Build- We have to serve notice that we are 



June 21, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 18159 
going to draw back. We have to serve 
notice that more and more people are 
getting wise to the unsoundness of the 
American position in Paris, for what Is 
om; position in Paris when all the seman
tics are eliminated from it? 

We say to the North Vietnamese: "We 
will stop bombing if you will stop infil
trating." What does that add up to? It 
adds up to: "You leave to our tender 
mercy the Vietcong and we will stop our 
bombing." Of course they are not going 
to do it. Why should they? Why should 
they withdraw forces unless we do? 

We talk about infiltration by them. We 
have more than one-half million men in 
Vietnam and we do not have the slight
est justification under international law, 
including the Geneva convention, to have 
a single soldier over there. General 
Shoup is quite right when he says that 
the whole area is not worth the life of 
a single American. It never has been, yet 
we have sacrificed, according to this 
morning's newspapers, 25,000 precious 
American lives in a war in which the 
slaughtering of not a single one can 
be justified. 

We have to serve notice on the world 
that we are falling back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. We have to serve notice 
on the world that we are falling back to 
the iines of defense that General Gavin, 
General Ridgway, and others have told 
us we can hold, and not escalate. It is 
our escalation that is killing the boys. 

I say to the Senate, because it is perti
nent to the bill, that the American people 
are crying out to Congress to stop 
the killing of our boys. The killing in 
South Vietnam cannot be justified. It 
cannot be justified until there is a 
declaration of war, and even then it 
could not be justified because a decla ... 
:r:ation of war would not be justified. 
There is not the slightest justification 
for killing a single man unless it is justi-
fied by a declaration of war. Then, at 
least, we would be back inside the frame
work of both our Constitution and inter
national law. However, the facts never 
have justified our becoming involved in 
the civil war in Vietnam. I think one of 
the reasons a war message has never been 
sent to the Congress is because it has 
always been recognized that we have had 
no justification for making war in South
east Asia. 

I close by saying that this measure· 
should be a tax reform bill, but it is not. 
Until I am given a tax reform bill, I shall 
vote against this bill. 

I now yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 
. Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I had 
asked the Senator to yield to me for the 
purpose of commending him for the re
marks he made on the ftoor of the Sen
ate this morning. I did not hear the 
Senator's entire speech, but what I did 
hear meets with my strong approval. It 
does not surprise me at all that the voters 
of Oregon have again renominated him. 

This is as good a time as any to re
mind the Senate that the Senator from 

Oregon more than any other Member of 
this body first stood up clearly and 
courageously on the issue of Vietnam. 

I have a high regard for the senior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCAR
THY], who has been widely hailed as the 
Member of the Senate who pioneered 
on the issue of Vietnam, but it really was 
the senior Senator from Oregon, as 
every Senator knows, who walked alone 
on this issue when it was much harder to 
do so than it is today. 

He has been right on that issue as he 
is right on the tax and budget issue to
day. I commend the Senator on both 
positions and expect to stand with him. 

As I came into the Chamber, I heard 
the Senator discussing problems of 
American agriculture as it relates to the 
tax proposal before us. I am sure he 
is aware that perhaps as much as $400 
million in tax revenues are now escaping 
us and going into the pockets of people 
and corporations in agriculture, not for 
the purpose of producing food, not even 
for the purpose of farming primarily, 
but for the purpose of using that indus
try as a tax dodge. They are making in
come on nonfarm operations and are 
using agriculture as a means of reducing 
taxable income. 

Out of all of the 17 ,578 farm corpora
tion tax returns in the 1964-65 fiscal 
year, for example, only 9,244 had tax
able income. They wound up with only 
$199 million of income subject to tax 

· out of $4.3 billion gross receipts. They 
owed $74 million of income tax for the 
year but they took about $5 million in
vestment and foreign tax credits. So they 
finally paid Uncle Sam as corporation in
come tax about 1 % percent of the $4.3 
billion they grossed. 

Out of 3 million fa.rm income tax re
turns in 1965, there were 680,000 or 22 
percent filed by people who deducted 
farm losses from nonf arm income and 
still had some income tax to pay on their 
nonfarm income. That included 86 per
cent of all persons who paid on $1 mil
lion income or more, 84 percent of those 
who had $500,000 to $1,500,000 income, 
and 73 percent of those with $100,000 
to $500,000 income. 

We have obtained some other new 
data on the extent to which individual 
income taxpayers--individuals as con
trasted with corporations-avoid high 
income tax rates by establishing farm 

. losses which are later recaptured as 
capital gains. Senator METCALF late last 
year called attention to the fact that 
381,000 residents of our 85 biggest cities 
filed farm returns in 1965. Those figures 
showed that "farmers" in Los Angeles, 
claimed $42 million more in losses than 
profits from farming, while the "farm
ers" in nearby Anaheim said they lost 
$6 million on farms. 

The "farmers" in Dallas, Tex., claimed 
$10 million net farm loss, Houston 
"farmers" lost another $20 million, Fort 
Worth $5 million, and San Antonio $5 
million. 

The "farmers" who dwell here in Min
neapolis and St. Paul, possibly because 
they own fewer oil wells, only claimed 
$0 .5 million more in farm losses than 
profits. 

In 35 of those 85 biggest cities, and in 
the entire States of California, Louisi
ana and Nevada, the farm loss claims 

exceeded farm income reported. The 
Department of .Agriculture says that net 
farm income in California was $896 mil-

· lion in 1965, but taxpayers in the State 
reported to the Internal Revenue Serv
ice that they lost $6 million more than 
they made. 

This can only mean that a lot of high 
income urban residents were in the busi
ness of farming to convert ordinary in
come, taxable up to 70 percent into capi
tal gains, taxable at a maximum of 25 
percent. Well-to-do urban residents who 
make a good deal more on tax avoidance 
than a farmer can make from produc
tion amount to subsidized, unfair com
petitors for bona fide farmers. They are 
little concerned about the price depress
ing effect of their production. They can 
pay much higher prices for land, 
"double-cropping" it as they do, than 
the farmer who must make his living 
only from his produce. 

The Internal Revenue Service recently 
supplied me with a new table which is 
intended to indicate the total amount of 
farm losses before claimed by nonfarm
ers to off set nonf arm income. rt shows 
that 661 ,000 taxpayers in 1964 deducted 
$1,016,000,000 from nonfarm incomes, 
and that 680,000 in 1966 deducted . $1,-
036,000,000, and still had nonfarm in
come left over on which taxes were due. 
We do not know how many nonfarmers 
hid all their nonfarm income with farm 
losses, paying no taxes at all. Available 
statistics on such returns include both 
farmers and nonf armers, if a return was 
filed at all. We do know that persons in 
the higher income brackets were claim
ing the largest farm losses. In 1964 there 
were 76 individuals with incomes over 
U million who claimed $4% million in 
farm losses, or nearly $60,000 each on 
an average. They would have had a tax 
savings of about $40,000 each, which 
would be a mighty good li'V.ing by itself 
for any of us at this convention. 

I hope we can make progress in thi:i.t, 
area before we approve another unjust 
tax increase, and will close that loop
hole and other loopholes which the 
Senator has referred to this morning. 

I did not rise for the purp<>se of mak
ing a speech of my own, but to commend 
the Senator from Oregon, who has been 
so right on these issues and other issues. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. ~resident, I wish to 
thank the Senator from South Dakota 
very much. He is generous and kind. He 
has been one of my teachers in the Sen
ate in regard to foreign policy. He de
serves a great deal of credit for his 
courage in standing up and speaking with 
regard to our foreign policy for as long 
a time as he has. I appreciate being 
associated with him again this morning 
in opposition to this bill. He has already 
expressed his reasons for opposition to 
the bill, and I share his views. I thank 
him for his contribution. 

With respect to the cutting of the mili
tary budget, I wish to add that I am one 
of the cosponsors of the majority lead
er's proposal to bring four of the six 
American divisions home from Germany. 
We cannot ·possibly justify maintaining 
six divisions there. We cannot justify 
having more than two divisions there. 
The Senate has heard me say many times 
that we are the only country which has 
ever fulfilled its manpower commitments 
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under NATO. Most other countries have 
not gotten above 50 percent of their 
manPower commitments under NATO. 
We have 'been taken for an economic ride 
under NATO. I am for NATO. I was one 
of the floor leaders who helped to bring 
it through the Senate in 1949, but times 
do change. 

England has not met her commitment. 
France has practically stepped out en
tirely. Italy comes nowhere near filling 
her commitment; and not even Canada, 
to the north of us, fulfills its .commit
ment. 

Here is a chance to save hundreds and 
hundreds of millions of dollars. That is 
where some of this $6 billion should be 
saved. Tell me why I should vote for 
hundreds of mlllions of dollars of Amer
ican taxpayers' money for American 
military aid in Africa, where the per 
capita income of most of the people is 
less than $100 a year. We are sending 
them bullets when we should be sending 
them bread and literacy. Bread and lit
eracy will not only make them free in a 
course of time but also will get us out 
of supPorting dictatorships, military 
juntas, and tyrants, for which our money 
is being used around the world in the 
form of military aid. And we call our
selves a democracy. What hypocrisy. So 
much of our action in foreign policy is 
anything but supporting freedom. We 
support tyranny when we support the 
group in South Vietnam that we are 
maintaining and for whom we are sacri
ficing the lives of American boys. Most 
of them are former officers in the FreJ,lch 
military establishment. We can make 
some savings there. Also, we could save 
hundreds of millions of dollars in Africa. 
As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
American Republics Affairs, I have been 
more successful in that area 'because my 
subcommittee has been with me in an 
overwhelming majority, and we have cut 
back on military aid to Latin America-
not enough, let me say, but cutbacks were 
adopted by the Senate, only to be rejected 
by the House. 

What we are doing 1n many Latin 
American countries is trampling freedom 
underfoot because of U.S. military aid. 

Tell me why I should vote millions of 
dollars of military aid to a South Ameri
can dictatorship. 

We should send.to South America, in
stead, bread and literacy, not bullets. The 
principal purpose of the Alliance for 
Progress is to do something to help 
South America economically. That is 
what will make them free. Until we do 
that, I shall continue to vote against the 
foreign aid bill. 

We again have an administration pro
Posal for approximately $3 billion of for
eign aid. I shall vote against the whole 
package because it is so wrong 1n regard 
to its objective. But we cannot Possibly 
justify more than $1 bill1on at this time 
of crisis. 

We should tell the rest of the world 
that we are going to suspend foreign aid 
and let some other countries come in and 
help for a change. That would be quite 
novel, of course. But until we get out of 
our fiscal crisis and our foreign policy 
crisis which confront us today; we should 
do just that. 

Now let me talk about the permanent 
military bases we are building. I know 

that this is "hush-hush" stu1f. Do not 
forget that the administration keeps t.ell
lng the American people, from coast t.o 
coast, and on one television netwo·rk 
aft.er another, that America. seeks no 
permanent military installations. We 
have all heard it. Some people are kind 
enough to call it softly a "credibility gap." 
The representation that we seek no per
manent military bases has no relation to 
the facts, because we are building perma
nent American military bases. We have 
plans to spend billions of dollars more, 
as the military-industrial complex makes 
more progress in building an American 
military lifeline around the world. We 
are seeking to set ourselves up on a uni
lateral basis as the military Policeman 
of the world. We are not going to be al
lowed to do that by the nations of the 
world. 

Mr. President, the Politicians do not 
seem to think in terms of the next cen
tury, but about whait is going to happen 
at the next election. That is what most 
of them are thinking about now, so they 
think this bill is a good Political policy. 
But wait until the taxpayers catch up 
with them. Let me say to my friends on 
this side of the aisle-and I never advise 
the other side of the aisle-I would be 
the last one to do that-this bill is a 
great Political mistake as well as a great 
tax mistake. Wait until the taxpayers 
catch up, when they realize what we will 
be doing to them. The taxpayers want 
cuts made in foreign expenditures and 
cuts in military spending. They want us 
to get out of the war. If we did not need 
these cuts, we would not need a tax bill 
at all; we would be talking about a tax 
reduction bill. 

No, Mr. President, what we have to 
do is to produce more goods which create 
wealth. We have to stop wasting the 
largess of the Republic in an unconsti
tutional and immoral war 1n Vietnam. 
It is a war which endangers us to greater 
escalation until we finally get into the 
total holocaust itself, beginning with a 
war with China. 

For these reasons, I shall oppose the 
bill. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] for allowing 
me to make this summary of my objec
tions to the conference report. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield 10 minutes to the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
at the outset, I congratulate and com
mend the distinguished senior Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] on the mag
nificent statement he has just made on 
the great need for tax reform in this 
country. That is what we should be deal
ing with today instead of the conference 
report which has come over to us. 

I associate myself with his views and 
say, regretfully, I am sorry more Sena
tors were not in the Chamber to be priv
ileged to hear them. I was much im
pressed by everything the Senator said. 

Mr. President, in 1949, just about 19 
years ago, it was my honor to be elected 
by my colleagues in the House of Repre
sentatives as a member of the Ways and 

Means Committ.ee. I served as a member 
during the time fallowing that, when 
the citizens of Ohio were good enough 
to afford me the opportunity and the · 
privilege to be a Member of the House 
of ~epresentatives as Congressman at 
Large from Ohio. 

I dealt constantly with tax problems 
during that period of time. It was then 
that I learned in depth of the tax loop
holes which should have been eradicated 
at that time, but now, almost 20 years 
later, are still in existence. Unfortunately, 
some of the wealthiest people in America 
are paying no income taxes whatever be
cause they take advantage of these tax 
loopholes, including the notorious 27 Y:z 
percent depletion allowance for oil and 
gas production. In 1965 there were 624 
taxpayers with incomes of $1 million a 
year or more who through tax loopholes 
reduced their effective income tax rate 
from 70 percent to 44 percent. Even more 
outrageous, there were 35 Americans with 
incomes exceeding $500,000 who paid no 
income taxes at all. At the same time 
the ordinary men and women of Amer
ica are being heavily overburdened. 

We should abolish the atrocious oil and 
gas depletion allowance of 27 Y:z percent 
for oil-producing companies of this Na
tion. We should close all tax loopholes 
which favor the few at the expense of -the 
many. Of course, we should have real tax 
reform before we proceed to add a 10-
percent income tax surcharge on already 
heavily taxed Americans. 

It is most unfortunate that taxpayers, 
already heavily overburdened, must now 
have this additional 10-percent surtax 
added to that burden carried by individ
uals and corporations, if the conference 
report is adopted by the Senate today. 
Our corporations and individual men and 
women taxpayers of America, those par
ticularly who are not in the extreme top 
brackets and who have not availed them
selves over the years of the tax loop
holes, are truly heavily overburdened. 
Now, this added demand is made on them 
entirely due to the fact that this ·admin
istration has unwisely involved the 
United States in a civil war in Vietnam. 

With respect to the tremendous cost in 
money resulting from an all-out Amer
ican air and ground war in Vietnam, from 
the time President Johnson took office in 
November 1963 to the present time, it has 
cost our taxpayers approximately $110 
billion. 

Mr. President, last year nearly $7 bil
lion of taxpayers' money was spent for 
munitions alone-blown up into smoke, 
of course-because of our involvement in 

. an immoral, illegal, and stµpid war. I 
say "stupid" because it is the gravest mis
take any President has made. It is stupid, 
folly, that we are involved in the civil 
war in Vietnam. 

At the present time the cost in dollars 
alone is approximately $2.6 billion every 
month. That cost is· increasing. 

In addition thousands of young Ameri
cans have been killed in combat. Those 
are priceless lives. As you know, Mr. 
President, every community in Ohio has 
been afflicted with losses. Just yest.erday 
I signed my name to 26 letters of sym
pathy and regret that went out to young 
widows and fathers and mothers of the 
finest young men in Ohio who were killed 
in combat in South Vietnam. -
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The Defense Department admits that 

more than 25,000 men have been killed in 
combat there. What the Defense Depart
ment does not tell the American people 
so readily is that of the some 150,000 who 
have been wounded in combat, 3 percent 
have eventually died. What the Defense 
Department does not tell the people of 
the United States--and the senior Sena
tor from Oregon ref erred to it as the 
credibility gap in the Pentagon, and he 
said it could be called worse names than 
that-is that there is a category the 
Pentagon has of "Accidents and Inci
dents"-men killed and injured, for ex
ample, when helicopters collide in the 
combat zone or when a truck is over
turned outside the immediate combat 
zone. The present Presiding Officer 
knows, and those of us who served in 
combat in World War II know, these 
should be regarded as combat casualties. 

To return to the dollar cost, in addi
tion to the 10-percent · surtax that is to 
be added to existing taxes-instead of 
having tax reform and eliminating some 
of the most atrocious taxes--we in the 
Congress are urgently requested by the 
President to extend and continue abom
inable excise taxes, such as taxes on tel
ephone bills and air travel, and other ex
cise or sales taxes, which, all of us know, 
very unfortunately burden those who 
have the least. They are regressive in 
.their character. 

At this time, in addition to the tragedy 
of the deaths and wounding of so many 
American youngsters in Vietnam, and at 
a time when more than $2.6 billion is 
being spent every month in the Vietnam 
war, we should be working on tax reform 
to tax fairly and equitably all Americans, 
instead of being brought here today and 
requested to pass this conference report 
to support this most unpopular war. In
stead of voting on a tax increase on indi
vidual taxpayers and on corporations, 
we should be working on an excess profits 
tax bill to recover for taxpayers the bil
lions of dollars in excess profits with 
which some war profiteers are fattening 
their incomes. There were excess profits 
taxes in World War II and during the 
Korean war, and as a result billions of 
dollars of taxpayers' money was saved, 
as much as $10 billion in a single year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I yield 5 minutes to the Sena
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I thank the 
Senaitor. 

Mr. President, incidentally, the war in 
which we are now engaged in South Viet
nam is an involvement in an ugly civil 
war. There can be no question about it. I 
interviewed General Westmoreland on 
two occasions, in October 1965, and in 
January of this year. He may have for
gotten what he told me !n 1965, but I re
minded him in January 1968. I said, "You 
told me in October 1965, that the bulk of 
the VC :fighting us in the Mekong 
Delta"-which is south and west of 
Saigon-"were born and raised in South 
Vietnam, most of them in the Mekong 
Delta, and your top deputy, General Stil
well, stated to me that 80 percent of the 
VC :fighting us in Vietnam were born and 
reared in South Vietnam." I said "Gen
eral Westmoreland, I remember those 

statements. I said to your deputy, 'Well, 
then, we are involved in a civil war over 
there.' He said, 'Well, it could be called 
that'." I said, "Of course I call it that, 
and any sensible person calls it that." 

Mr. President, next Sunday, this Amer
ican ground war in South Vietnam and 
American air war over the temporary 
demarcation line over what is North 
Vietnam, will become the longest war 
that the United States has ever engaged 
in-6 years, 6 months, and 1 day. It will 
then be a longer war than was our War 
for Independence, which lasted 6 years 
and 6 months; longer than the 2 years 
and 6 months of the War of 1812; longer 
than the 4 years of the War Between the 
States; longer than the 1 year and 7 
months of World War I; longer than 
the 3 years and 9 months of World War 
II; longer than the 3 years and 1 month 
of the Korean war. 

The war we are engaged in in South
east Asia continues to erode the very 
moral fiber of the Nation. It is blo,cking 
an attack on social problems at home, 
which have reached the point of disaster, 
because of our neglect of them. The 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] 
referred to that in detail. I support every 
statement he made. This war that Presi
dent Johnson involved us in because 
he gave in, in a servile manner, to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and to the indus
trial-military complex that President 
Eisenhower warned against in his final 
statement to the American people, has 
demoralized our politics and has de
ranged our daily lives. It is setting Amer
ican against American. It is encouraging 
the violence that now seems to pervade 
our society. It is inevitably leading to a 
pocket-picking inflation. It is undermin
ing the United States dollar abroad as 
it is leading toward uncontrolled infla
tion at home and higher and higher in
terest rates. It is strengthening Commu
nist countries which have been torn and 
weakened by internal conflicts. It is un
dermining our influence in other vital 
areas of the world. It is pushing us ever 
closer to world war m and a nuclear 
holocaust. 

Mr. President, Defense Department 
officials have announced that as of June 
15, 24,364 Americans have been killed in 
combat and 150,243 wounded in combat. 
This total of 174,607 American casualties 
exceeds the total French casualties 
killed and wounded in combat in the 
entire Indochinese war for liberation 
which the French finally lost to the Viet
minh, now called Vietcong. Historians 
list the total French losses during 7% 
years of combat seeking to reestablish 
their lush Indochinese empire at 172,708. 

Unfortunately for us Americans, the 
Pentagon is not truthful in its casualty 
reports. The Defense Department c;redi
bility gap is deep and wide. These :figures 
of killed in combat do not include the 
thousands of Americans who died of 
wounds. In addition, some thousands 
have been killed in what the Pentagon 
terms "accidents" or "incidents." Also, 
mJst unfortunately, disease has taken its 
toll. Thousands of GI's have been 
afflicted with malaria in a virulent form. 
Some will suffer recurrences of this as 
long as they live. In addition, men of our 
Armed Forces have died from hepatitis, 
bubonic plague, and various jungle dis-

eases. All of this in an undeclared war in 
South Vietnam--a small faraway coun
try of no strategic or economic impor
tance whatever to the defense of the 
United States. 

Now, since the successful VC Tet offen
sive the VC or forces of the National Lib
eration Front have been hurling mortar 
s~ells into Saigon intermittently day and 
night. The tempo of these attacks has 
increased in recent weeks. In our retalia
tion from bombers and helicopters not 
only have many civilians lost their lives 
but whole city blocks in densely popu
lated slum areas including Cholon, the 
closely built and densely populated 
Chinese slum district of Saigon, have 
been hard hit. Entire city blocks have 
been utterly destroyed. In 1 month, from 
May 16 to June 15, 130,000 Saigon civil
ians either lost their homes or fled from 
Saigon. On a typical night, June 7, 25 
men, women, and children were killed, 
and 27 homes were destroyed. By these 
attacks, the VC have brought about a 
record desertion from the armed forces 
of South Vietnam stationed in Saigon. 
More than 15,000 deserted in one 30-day 
period, presumably returning to their 
hamlets. All or nearly all of these mem
bers of the so-called friendly forces of 
South Vietnam carried with them their 
rifles and ammunition. How many joined 
the VC or turned their guns over to the 
VC, no one knows. 

It speaks ill of the generals command
ing thousands of American soldiers sta
tioned in and about Saigon that we have 
remained on the defensive instead of en
gaging in bold offensive action to drive 
away the VC and thereby put an end 
to the mortar fire on targets within Sai
gon. The forces of the National Libera
tion Front, or VC, have cared for thou
sands of additional refugees whose homes 
have been destroyed or who have fled 
from the combat area. These uphappy 
people, if considered friendly to the 
Americans months ago, no doubt think 
only of fleeing to some place where they 
may live in peace or join with the VC and 
further demonstrate enmity toward 
Americans. A final result detrimental to 
the United States is that in the various 
Asiatic capitals, Tokyo for example, 
where there are anti-American riots, the 
Saigon street fighting adds further em
phasis to the fact that there is a civil 
war raging in South Vietnam and that 
we are fighting on the losing side. 

Let us hope that the negotiations now 
. limping on in Paris will soon give signs 
of leading toward a cease-fire and an 
armistice and an end to the bloodshed in 
Vietnam. However, we cannot blind our 
selves to the fact that the war in Viet
nam continues in its ferocity with its 
continuing horrendous toll of human life 
and material resources and its brutaliz
ing effect on us as a nation. 

Mr. President, when President John
son appeared before the Congress early 
in 1964 to deliver his State of the Union 
message, he proposed a wonderful pro
gram for war on poverty and the crea
tion of a Great Society. I recall he said 
that under his leadership he proposed we 
would win against poverty, deprivation, 
and ignorance and give the underprivi
leged and those discriminated against 
the opportunities they never had. He 
spoke of the uncrossed desert and the un-
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climbed ridge and of how we would go 
forward. We had high hopes not only for 
complete civil liberties and civil rights 
for all Americans but for a new life, a 
new opportunity, a job for every worker, 
a home for every family and for every 
man to come home to his family at night 
after a day's work with something for 
them to eat; and for youngsters regard
less of race or the financial status of their 
families to be given every opportunity to 
achieve a higher education. 

Then came the crash. President John
son became subservient to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff of our Armed Forces, Sec
retary of State Rusk, and Gen. Maxwell 
Taylor, yielding deference and devotion 
to them and following their urging and 
advice to wage war to achieve ultimate 
military victory instead of a diplomatic 
settlement. 

These high hopes that his statements 
created early in 1964 had to be given up 
with our escalating and expanding the 
fighting in Vietnam. Low-cost housing, 
Federal aid to education, government aid 
to rebuild ghettos and slums in our 
cities became casualties of our Vietnam 
involvement. 

It is tragic that President Johnson a 
very great man, could have achieved the 
goals he set out to achieve had he not 
been subservient to the military-indus
trial complex represented by the men 
and groups I have named. 

Had he done otherwise, we would not 
today be considering a 10-percent in
come tax surcharge on individual tax
payers and corporations and a drastic 
cut in expenditures which will very, very 
seriously curtail programs vitally needed 
for the welfare of all Americans in these 
days of serious domestic unrest. He could 
have carried out his goal of eliminating 
poverty in our Nation, of replacing our 
ghettos with decent homes and decent 
schools, of cleaning up our Nation's Pol
luted rivers, lakes, and streams, of 
eliminating the filth from the air we 
breathe, of giving hope to the hopeless, 
and equal oppartunity for all. 

Mr. President, instead of wasting the 
huge sums that are being spent in an 
immoral undeclared war, this conference 
repart before the Senate today should be 
rejected, and then we should immediately 
set about to achieve a tax reform in this 
country. At the same time, of course, we 
should cease supparting a military regime 
in Saigon, which is not representative of 
the people of South Vietnam, but which 
is compased of 10 generals who over
turned the civilian rulers there, and 9 of 
those 10, including Ky, fought with the 
French against their own people, seek
ing to restore the French empire. When 
I interviewed General Ky in Vietnam, he 
made a very bad impression on me
though, of course, one should not attempt 
too rigid an appraisal in 40 minutes. 
When I remarked about a certain medal 
on his chest, he puffed himself out and 
said, "I won that when I was with the 
French forces in 1954." He won it fight
ing against his own people, who were 
fighting for the liberation of all of Viet
nam. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I rise simply to congratu

late the Senator from Ohio. Once again 

he has shown what a man of courage he 
is. Time and time again, during this 
historic debate for the last 4 years, l;le has 
dared to stand up and speak out against 
the great foreign Policy mistake we are 
making because the Pentagon took over, 
a. long time ago, the foreign palicy of 
this Republic. ,, 

What the Senator is saying, in effect, 
if I were to characterize this speech, is 
that he recognizes that the general wel
fare programs of this country, so vital to 
restore and maintain domestic tran
quillity here at home, are to continue to 
be sacrificed at the altar of the Ameri
can money changers, who are watering 
at the mouth, as I said earlier this morn
ing, to get this monstrosity passed today, 
so that they can make their economic 
killing, to go along with the physical 
killing this war is producing of American 
boys in Vietnam. 

I congratulate the Senator, and I am 
·glad to stand shoulder to shoulder with 
him once again. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohi<>. I thank the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. President, I feel that those of us 
who vote "no" on this conference report 
today will cast a vote in favor of real 
tax reform in the United States, a vote 
in favor of winning the war against 
paverty in this country, and a vote in 
behalf of the already overburdened tax
payers of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
15 minutes to the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, with great 
reluctance I intend to vote for the 10 .. 
percent surtax legislation reported by the 
conference committee. I shall do so be
cause of my overriding concern about the 
need to act without any further delay 
in putting our fiscal house in order. 

Over the past several months it has 
become increasingly apparent that our 
national budget must be brought into 
closer balance if the dollar is to be saved 
from devaluation. The consequences of 
further inaction have not, in my judg
ment, been exaggerated. Here at home 
we would be faced with an upward 
spiraling of prices which robs the pock
ets of those least able to defend them
selves-those living on social security 
and fixed incomes, the elderly, teachers, 
and others whose salari·es tend to lag be
hind surging prices. Wages would lag be
hind prices as they usually do. 

In our international financial affairs, 
we would be faced with a new and far 
more serious run on our dwindling gold 
supply. It is true that the gold supply 
was augmented in its ability to meet for
eign claims as a result of the bill freeing 
the domestic reserves, which I was the 
first to introduce over 3 years ago, which 
we took far too long to pass, and which 
was finally signed into law only early 
this year. But that law is just first aid; 
it is no final cure. 

Although I shall vote for the surtax, 
I would have far preferred that the addi
tional revenue be raised in a mor.e 
equitable way. That is why I voted 
against this bill some weeks ago. 

All that this new tax will yield and 
more could be produced without raising 
a single taxpayer's rate by a single per-

centage point---Ju.s'li by closing some of 
the more obvious and outrageous loop
holes which have existed for years. Ever 
since I came to the Senate I have worked 
and voted against the continuation of 
the oil depletion allowance, eve:i though 
I personally benefit from it. It has been 
estimated that this loophole costs the 
taxpayers $4 billion a year. It should be 
closed. 

But, Mr. President, we do not have the 
votes to close it. The House Committee 
on Ways and Means will never let us close 
it in the foreseeable future. Therefore, it 
is a condition that confronts us, and not 
a theory; and I have never been one who 
believed in banging my head against a 
stone wall unless there was some chance 
of the stone wall giving way. 

Other tax gimmicks such as stock op
tions for corporate executives which are 
simply not available to 95 percent of the 
taxpaying public should likewise have 
been abolished years ago. But, Mr. Pres
ident, we do not have the votes to do it, 
and I question when we ever will have. 
The net result, if we were able to close 
these tax loopholes, would be: First, more 
money going into the Federal Treasury, 
and quite likely; second, lower tax rates 
for everybody. But this is not in the 
cards, because the lobbies of the wealthy 
control the Congress of the United States. 
I say this with chagrin and some shame. 
But we do not have the votes for tax re
form. We do not have the zeal from the 
administration to urge us to make the 
necessary tax reform; and I, for one, do 
not feel that therefore I can close the 
book, abdicate my responsibility, and go 
home. 

Next to a thoroughgoing tax reform, 
I would have preferred to see the needed 
tax dollars raised in the traditional 
way-through a wartinie excess profits 
tax. This is another reason why I voted 
against this bill the last. time it was be
fore the Senate. It is obvious that" this 
surtax is a war tax. If we did not have 
the war going on, we would not need the 
tax. If we were not spending $82 billion 
for a swollen military budget, we would 
not need this tax. 

Mr. President, we cannot persuade the 
Pentagon and we have not been able to 
persuade the President of the United 
States to cut that budget, although I 
think we must cut it and cut it soon, and 
do it partly, at least, through the mili
tary construction bill which is presently 
on the floor. And I shall move to cut that 
bill by at least 10 percent and obtain 
rollcall votes on my various amendments 
before we come to final passage. 

Without Vietnam the annual Federal 
budget would be at least $30 billion lower. 
Why not raise war revenues as we have 
traditionally done in the past-not by 
putting the burden on the back of the 
individual taxpayer, but by taking the 
needed revenue out of business' excess 
profits? And there are excess profits. And 
no one need deny it. The swollen mili
tary-industrial complex of corporations 
is getting rich on the military expendi
tures which Congress has voted. 

There is another aspect of this bill 
which causes me serious concern-the 
$6 billion spending limitation. My con
cern is not over the limitation. I believe 
that $6 bi1lion at least can and should 
be pruned out of the Federal budget. 
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My concern is witli where these cuts will 
be made, not where they ought to be 
made. And I have dealt with that. 

When the tax bill was ·on the Senate 
·floor I offered· an 'amendment "to la.y 
down priorities for the PresidenUn mak
ing spending- cuts. I think it is the duty 
of the Congress to establish priorities for 
the President. It is easy to tell .the Presi
dent to cut the budget wherever he likes 
and reserve the right to complain when
ever he cuts a Senator's pet project. It 

· ~.s easy to be for economy in general and 
against all cuts in particular. But the 
honest course is for Congress to take the 
responsibility for indicating to the 
President the areas in which it believes 
cuts should be made. We control the 
purse strings, not the President. He rec
ommends. We appropriate. 

My amendment would have directed 
the President to concentrate the budget 
cuts in the foreign military aid program; 
the space program; and the Defense De
partment budget, to the extent that cuts 
in defense spending would in no way 
endanger the security of the United 
States or the safety of U.S. troops. 

I assert categorically that we could cut 
$8 billion out of the defense bill, and the 
American people would never know it was 
gone, and the security of the United 
States would not be adversely affected. 

I had intended to include the proposed 
supersonic transport as an area for 
spending cuts, but I was assured by the 
chairman of the Senate Commerce Com
mittee that the administration does not 
intend to spend any money on this proj
ect in the coming fiscal year in any event. 
So, I did not include that amendment, al
though perhaps I should have. 

The budget requests for next year for 
the three programs listed in my amend
ment come to more than $88 billion; $2.1 
billion for the military aid budget; $4.3 
billion for space; and $82.3 for defense
and that is where the cuts have to be 
made if our economy is going to survive. 

The arguments for cutting military aid 
would be convincing even if we did not 
need the money for other things. We 
have gotten too much in the habit of 
poking our military noses into all sorts 
of places in which we do not belong. Viet
nam, it seems to me, is a prime example 
of the kind of so-called commitment we 
can get ourselves into with a small be
ginning through a military assistance 
program. We should not need another 
lesson like that. While I do not view 
these programs as commitments, and 
never have, there are others---including 
the President and most of his advisers-
who obviously do. The answer is to cut 
back severely on military assistance and 
stop being arms mongers and drill 
masters to every underdeveloped country 
that comes asking. Let us begin giving 
the cold shoulder to those who use our 
arms to keep their own people in a state 
of subjugation, like the illegal junta in 
Greece. There is no excuse for us to 
give $1 in mil:tary aid to be used by them 
to enslave their own people. 

Let us save our aid for those who de
serve it, as Israel does, because of their 
commitment to democracy, and who 
need it. as Israel does. to prevent ag-

. gression by their nelghbom. 
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- I have no . quarrel on principle with 
the objectives of our space effort. It 1s 
-a noble thing to aspire to place men on 
_the moon and to explore the planets. 
The question is, do we have to be in such 
a hurry? Our cities are being torn apart 
by civil disorder. Our air is polluted; 
much of our water is unfit to drink. Too 
many of our children are not getting 
the kind of education they need in or
der to get and keep meaningful and 
remunerative jobs. Too many of our f el
low citizens are still ill housed, ill fed, 
and ill clothed; thousands, if not mil
.lions, are actually hungry. And I know 
and have seen it personally. It was my 
job as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Employment, Manpower, and Pover
ty of the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare to go all over the country 
and determine the extent of hunger and 
poverty in the United States. 

I assure my colleagues that millions 
of Americans will go to bed hungry to
night. This is a disgrace in the richest 
country the world has ever known. And 
we paid $82 billion for defense and can
not spend $2 billion to alleviate poverty. 

Surely obtaining solutions to our prob
lems here on earth must be speeded up, 
even if this means the race to the moon 
must be slowed down. 

Obviously the bulk of the spending 
cuts will have to come out of the defense 
budget, since that is where the great 
bulk of the money is. The simplest and 
most obvious cut should be the anti
ballistic-missile program, which is re
sponsible for $1.141 billion of the budg
et request for the coming year. I know 
of no responsible scientist or military 
expert who believes that the ABM is any 
good in terms of safeguarding this coun
try against a Russian missile attack. 

I was flabbergasted and gravely disap
pointed to note that the new Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. Clifford, wrote a letter 
the day before yesterday reversing the 
position taken by his predecessor, Secre
tary McNamara, and going along with 
the generals and the admirals in the 
Pentagon in promoting a proposal which 
has no logical basis in fact. 

I hope that the Cooper amendment will 
be soundly adopted when we vote on it 
next week. 

If not another penny were spent on 
this program, the net result would be a 
strengthening of our security through the 
sound reallocation of this money. 
We should direct. this money into es
sential domestic programs instead of 
creating a toy erector set for the gen
erals and admirals to play with at a high 
cost to the American taxpayers and with 
no benefit whatever to the security of the 
United States. 

In addition, the new Secretary of De
fense should take a good hard look at 
our military manpower requirements. At 
the beginning of this year there were 
3.4 million Americans in uniform, of 
which only 568,000 were in Southeast 
Asia. Every businessman knows that a 

-swollen payroll is a shortcut to financial 
disaster. We have all heard of Parkin
son's law in government. I know it is 
true here, too. 

I suspect there is room for substantial 
eutting-perhaps on the order of 10 per-

cent-in the uniformed personnel no·t 
engaged 1n the Vietnam fightfug. I 
would not be surprised if in the end the 
:fighting efficiency of our forces was up
graded as a result of the cuts. In any 
event, it is obvious that reductions can be 
made in the nonessential elements of this 
3.4 million uniformed force without en
dangering our national security. And I 
shall propose amendments to enable us to 
get just this result. 

Similarly, civilian personnel serving 
the Department of Defense at home and 
overseas could be significantly cut with 
large attendant savings. Other military 
areas where cuts are entirely feasible 
without prejudicing national security 
.are the military construction and mili
tary hardware appropriations. 

Although I would have preferred the 
bill if it had included my amendment di
recting the President to make priority 
cuts in defense and space appropriations, 
nothing in the bill would prevent the 
President from making the required 
spending cuts in these areas. I hope he 
will. In fact, I believe he almost has to. 
I simply do not believe that at a time 
like this we can afford to take any money 
out of basic domestic programs, such as 
education, housing, the war on poverty, 
manpower training, health, antihunger 
programs, and the like. These programs 
are already seriously underfunded. To 
cut these programs further is to cut the 
very fabric of American life. We simply 
cannot do it. In my opinion, we do not 
have to do it. 

If Congress will wake up, if it w~ll put 
the Pentagon in harness, it will . cut the 
defense appropriations where they should 
be cut, and let us get away from the 
military-industrial ownership of this 
country-that military-industrial com
plex against which farmer President 
Eisenhower so prophetically warned us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
1 additional minute to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, we have 
as a nation three great crises with 
which to deal. First, we must find 
a way to an honorable end to the :fighting 
in Vietnam and the killing of American 
boys as promptly as possible. Second, we 
must act with dispatch to rescue the 
dollar and repair our sagging fiscal con
dition. This is one reason that I am going 
to vote for this bill: because the dollar 
is in jeopardy. If we do not protect it, 
the savings of every American will go 
down the drain. Third, we must move 
promptly to establish social and economic 
justice within our own society, and re
store order and domestic tranquillity to 

. our cities. 
With this bill, we can take a step to

ward meeting one of these three great 
objectives. It is not a perfect bill. It is 
not even a good bill. But it is better than 
no bill at all, and for that reason, I shall 
vote for it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield the remainder of my time 
to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes of my 

time to the Senator from Michigan. 
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Mr. HART. Mr. President, economists 

are· by no means agreed as to the neces
sity for a tax increase of the character 
recommended by the conference report, 
and one · need not be an economist or a 
Ph. D. in Sociology to understand the 
implications to this country in the re
duction of $6 billion uneannarked. 

We can cut back on a dozen search and 
destroy missions in Vietnam for every 
~mall neighborhood Headstart or medical 
care center that has been created in the 
last year in a dozen of our cities; and if 
that is where the cuts fall, let us not look 
around for the Stokely Carmichael to 
put the finger on for what will happen 
this summer. 
1 

Mr. President, undoubtedly some Sen
ators in this debate will consider that a 
vote for this conference report will be 
interpreted as a statesmanlike act. Gen
erally, in Congress it is assumed to be 
politically unpopular to vote for a tax 
increase. 

However, Mr. President, after listen
ing to the rhetoric surrounding this tax 
bill and the predictions of its proponents 
of galloping inflation and complete finan
cial disaster if this bill is defeated, I 
wonder if politically the popular position 
is not in favor of the conference report. 
To me the proper course is to vote against 
this tax bill-thus casting a vote for the 
poor and disadvantaged in addition to the 
long-suffering overtaxed middle-income 
families all of whom have the most to lose 
if this 10-percent surtax coupled with a 
$6 billion expenditure cut goes into effect. 

And let's make no mistake about this 
$6 billion expenditure cut. As was clearly 
evidenced by the action of the House 
Appropriations Committee yesterday, 
much of the $6 billion will be taken from 
our vital human resources programs
programs that are so essential to saving 
our cities and giving all Americans a 
real stake in the future. At this point, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD today's New York Times account 
of yesterday's House Appropriations 
Committee action. 

There being no objection, the article 
wa.s ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a.s follows: 
HOUSE PANEL CUTS SCHOOL FuNDS-VOTES 

BAN ON REQUIRED BUSING 
WASHINGTON, June 20.-The House Ap

propriations Committee cut deep into edu
cation funds today, trimming $847.8-million 
from budget estimates for the Health, Edu
cation and Welfare Department. 

Even so, the department was allotted 
$14.38-billion, almost $3-billion more than it 
received for this year. 

The conunittee inserted in the bill a ban 
on compulsory busing of students. It pro
vided that no funds could be used for this 
purpose or for "abolishment of any school, 
or to force any student attending any . . . 
school to attend a particular school against 
the choice of his or her parents or parent." 

The appropriation bill now goes to the 
floor. 

The conunittee approved $1.32-billion for 
elementary and secondary school activities, 
a reduction of $200-million from budget re
quests and of $356.15-mUlion from the 
amount appropriated for the present fiscal 
year, ending June 30. 

MORE MEANINGFUL FIGURE 

But its report said pa.rt of the cut was 
"due to transfers, expiration of authorizing 
legislation for certain parts of the program, 
and other adjustments." A "more meaning-

ful" reduction figure, it said, is $186.1-mil
lion, a figure resulting from comparing the 
blll with a.mounts actually obligated this 
fl.seal year. 

Total reductions under budget estimates 
in the bill, which combines funds for the 
Labor Department, the Health, Education 
and Welfare Department and related agen
cies, was given as $1.17-billion. The commit
tee said this should result in cutting actual 
expenditures for the coming fl.seal year by 
$450-million. 

The panel said it. followed a "general rule 
of denying the many requests for funds to 
initiate new great programs." 

The Public Health Service, which includes 
the National Institutes of Health, was re
duced $165.5-mlllion under budget estimates, 
receiving $2.54-billion, or about $161-million 
less than its appropriation for this year. 

The committee approved $1.87-blllion for 
the Office of Economic Opportunity, which 
administers the antipoverty program. This 
is a reduction of $307-mlllion from the 
amount requested, but an increa.se of $100-
million over the amount appropriated for 
this year. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the argu
ments in support of the 10-percent sur
tax and the $6 billion expenditure cut 
are familiar to all of us. Unless we take 
this action, we are told, we will push up 
interest rates on all types of loans, we 
will see the number of housing starts 
reduced to a trickle, business expansion 
will be shut off because of the high cost 
of money, growing inflation will take even 
more out of the pockets of the workers, 
the purchasing power of the dollar will 
be reduced, and the soundness of the dol- . 
lar will be jeopardized around the world. 

While these may be sound arguments, 
economists are not in agreement on this 
rationale. I respect the judgment of Sen
ator PROXMIRE in this area. Having read 
the argument he is about to make, I 
adopt the view he shall voice. 

But there is another set of problems 
that requires our attention. To say that 
our cities are in a period of crisis has 
become a cliche. Ears seem to have be
come almost deaf to the daily cries for 
the basic American right to have the 
opportunity to fulfill one's ambitions, un
hampered by poverty, inadequate hous
ing and diet, and insufficient education 
and training. 

To ignore the pleas of those without 
opportunity is shameful enough. For the 
Congress to demand that the President 
cut expenditures and curtail programs 
aimed at broadening the promise of 
America to everyone is not only cruel, it 
is foolhardy. Such denials could undo our 
society. 

This bill would hurt low-income fami
lies in two ways. First, it would actually 
increase their tax more than it would the 
tax of certain wealthier individuals and 
corporations. At present, the first $1,000 
of taxable income is already taxed at 14 
percent. In 1964, there were 19 individ
uals earning over a million dollars who 
paid no tax at all. 

Second, it is clear that human re
sources programs would, as a result of 
the $6 billion cutback, suffer. Budget Bu
reau Director Charles Zwick has men
tioned probable cutbacks in elementary 
and secondary education aid, anticrime 
aotivities, maternal and child welfare 
grants, the school lunch and food stamp 
program, and model cities grants. Health, 
F.clucation, and Welfare Secretary Wll-

bur Cohen said that this reduction would 
force "substantial'' cuts in many HEW 
programs. 

The. Congress cannot be a party to this 
Na·tion's taking a step backward in its 
resolve to a.ssist the problems of the poor, 
of inadequate housing, of inferior educa
tion, of insufficient trainillg, of unem
ployment. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge that 
this proposal be defeated. If it is de
feated, I would suggest that it be sent 
back to conference with specific instruc
tions to the conferees that at least half 
of the $6 billion be "raised" not through 
budget cuts, but through tax reform. 

I urge consideration of tax ref onn in 
three area.s: Excess corporate profits tax, 
tax loopholes, and the minimum income 
'tax. 

First, a corporate profits tax. Certainly 
prices have been rising at a steady pace, 
but it seems to me that we may be con
fusing traditional inflationary pressures 
with rising prices not directly related to 
supply and demand or cost-push con
siderations. Many of our key industries 
are operating far below capacity. Labor 
costs have been rising moderately in the 
past year, but not in a fashion which 
would explain our continuing price spi
ral. Therefore, I am not sure that reduc
ing demand or severely curtailing wage 
hikes, will have much effect on our pres
ent price structure. Many economists 
share this doubt, as Senator PROXMIRE · 
has outlined. 

One item that has been rising dramat
ically is corporate profits. This is true 
both in absolute and in relative terms. 
In absolute terms, they have shown an 
approximately 88-percent increase since 
1958. In terms of return in shareholder 
equity there has been a greater than 30-
percent gain during the same period. 

It would seem, then, that a rather -
dramatic increase in corporate profits 
over the past 10 years may partially ex
plain the price hikes. Apparently, prices 
seem to be going upward despite any sup
ply and demand consideration. In addi
tion, corporations received the 7-per
cent tax credit on investment in new 
equipment. 

I recommend that we raise part of the 
$6 billion by initiating tax laws that 
would reduce excessive corporate profits. 
I recommend that the 48-percent tax 
ceiling on corporate profits be raised
allowing a graduated levy of possibly up 
to 75 percent on firms with a very high 
profit rate. 

The amount of additional revenue this 
would bring would depend, of course, on 
the rate schedule adopted. If the cor
porate income tax rate were 52 percent, 
rather than 48 percent, there would be 
$3.5 billion additional revenue. If the 
rate were 55 percent, the figure would be 
$4.25 billion. Incidentally, repeating the 
7-percent investment credit allowance 
would add $2.5 billion to Federal reve
nues. 

Second, tax loopholes. Perhaps the 
most glaring loophole is the oil depletion 
allowance of 27 % percent. It is true the 
exploration for oil and minerals is a 
costly business. But I cannot believe that, 
given oil companies' profits, modifying 
the oil depletion allowance would mean 
the end of exploration for oil. 

Something is out of kilter when the 
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man in the lowest tax bracket pays 14 
percent of his net income and, in 1965, 
the 20 largest oil companies paid an aver
age of 6.3 percent of their net incomes 
in Federal taxes. I have seen estimates 
for additional revenue resulting from 
the end of the oil depletion allowance 
ranging from $1% to $2.% billion a year; 
whichever is correct, it would be a sub
stantial amount of money. 

Another key tax loophole area is capi
tal gains. The tax rate for one's capital 
gains; that is, the increase in price of 
any property or stock, is half the regu
lar income tax rate. Why should capital 
gains not be taxed as ordinary income? 
Halving the rates for the capital gains 
that are now reported costs the Federal 
Government a minimum of $3 billion a 
year. 

There are other tax loopholes which 
should be closed-with a resulting more 
equitable tax system for this country. 

Mr. President, I am aware that the 
tax reform measures such as those I 
have recommended will not come over
night. 

But, Mr. President, if this measure is 
defeated, I will propose that the con
ferees adopt a minimum income tax of 
10 percent for corporations and indi
viduals on presently tax-sheltered in
come. It has been reliably estimated that 
under a 10-percent minimum income 
tax proposal on such items of nontax
able capital gains for free income from 
State and municipal bonds, on oil and 
mineral depletion allowance income, and 
income from rapid real estate depre
ciation and other tax-sheltered income, 
we could raise an additional $4 to $6 
billion in tax revenues. 

It is incredible and unfair-but true
that there are individuals in this coun
try who pay no income tax whatsoever. 
In 1964 there were 35 individuals with 
adjusted gross incomes in excess of $500,-
000 who paid no income tax. In 1965, 
three taxpayers earning more than $5,-
000,000 annually paid no tax. 

Today, the United states has one
third of the world's industrial production. 
We have solved the problem of creating 
wealth-but not of sharing it. 

The present income tax system, which 
was supposed to tax in accordance with 
the ability to pay has not done so. Her
man Miller of the Census Bureau com
pared income distribution in the United 
States and came up with the following: 

[Percent of wealth] 
1937 1962 

Top 5th------------------------- 46 45.5 
2d ------------------------------ 22 22.7 
3d ---------~------------------- 16 16.3 
4th ---------------~------------ 11 10.9 
Low 5th------------------------- 5 4. 6 

The situation with many corporations 
is equally unhappy. I have already noted 
that the 20 largest oil companies paid an 
average of 6.3 percent income tax in 
1964. 

I am not implying these individuals 
and corporations avoid taxes by illegal 
means; their means are entirely legal. 
But is it fair for the rich individuals and 
corporations to esca.Pe paying taxes or to 
pay less than the poor? As Congressman 
TENZER has said: 

If, "taxation- without representation is 
tyranny," the representa.tion without taxa
tion is scandalous. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, if we need 
additional tax revenues to pay for the 
cost of a tragic war in Vietnam, it would 
be a mistake to take this money from 
the demand side of the economy, as its 
primary e:ff ect would be to penalize the 
American consumer, without at the same 
time bringing down prices. What is 
needed is total tax reform as I have said. 

Yet we are told it is never the proper 
time for basic tax reform. Either there is 
a fiscal crisis and no time for the careful 
analysis on which to base the overhaul, 
or, with the economy moving smoothly 
there is no will to do this job. There is 
gross inequity in our Federal tax system. 
To underwrite the cost of a war I believe 
we ought not to have escalated, we 
should not add 10 percent to the tax obli
gation imposed by that inequitable sys
tem. And most certainly we ought not 
cut by $6 billion-blindly-in Federal 
expenditures. 

No Member can claim that cut will not 
reach domestic programs waging war on 
poverty. The war on poverty must not 
be lost; and victory over poverty will not 
be found in a bargain basement. In terms 
of our survival as a nation we could cut 
back on "search and destroy missions" 
with far less danger than now closing 
small neighborhood health care or Head
start centers in a dozen cities. Such clos
ings can follow a $6 billion cut and we 
should need no fortuneteller to describe 
the likely repercussions. 

Admittedly, Mr. President, there are 
many here today who reach the opposite 
conclusion on this question. 

Admittedly, this issue involves the 
delicate balancing of competing claims 
and priorities. 

I conclude, however, on balance that 
we can do better than the conference re
port would have us do, and therefore 
respectfully urge my colleagues to reject 
the conference report. 
UNLIKELY TO ACHIEVE ANY OF THE OBJECTIVES 

USED TO JUSTIFY ITS PASSAGE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I in
tend to vote against the tax increase con
ference report for a number of reasons. 

In my 11 years in the Senate, I can 
remember no economic legislation which 
has had more comprehensive claims for 
what it will achieve; and I can remember 
no legislation which is more doomed to 
disappoint its supporters than this. 

On the basis of many weeks of testi
mony before the congressional Joint 
Economic Committee-of which I am 
chairman-by some of the outstanding 
economic experts in government, busi
ness, universities and elsewhere, and 
after a very careful review of scores of 
analyses of this issue, I have come to the 
conclusion that it represents a very seri
ous economic mistake for this Nation. 

I say this recognizing that a very large 
proportion of the Nation's economists, 
business leaders, and other experts do 
support this legislation. 

·The vote in the House just yesterday 
showed how very powerful and wide
spread this support is. 

The first and most obvious argument 
for this package is that we are confronted 
with a deficit in the coming fiscal year 
which may exceed $25 billion. It is argued 
that unless taxes are sharply increased 
and spending drastically cut, the Nation 
is headed for a budgetary irresponsibil
ity that is certain to destroy waning con
fidence in the dollar and provoke very 
serious inflation. 

It is argued that if taxes are increased 
as proposed and if spending is cut, it will 
reduce the deficit below $10 billion. 

This is based on the simple-minded as
sumption that if taxes are increased, the 
growth of the economy will not decline 
during the coming year, in spite of the 
very sharp degree of fiscal restraint in
volved in this conference report on which 
we are asked to vote. 

Mr. President, such a conclusion is not 
based on economic experience. It is not 
based on the Nation's most recent eco
nomic response after a sharp change in 
fiscal policy by our Federal Government. 

Four years · ago, in 1964, Congress 
sharply reduced-I stress "reduced"
taxes; and on the basis of today's reason
ing in support of the tax-hike conference 
report, the conclusion should have been 
inevitable that with a tax cut revenues 
would drop. 

But did they? What happened? 
Far from dropping, they increased and 

increased sharply. Why? 
They increased because the massive 

1964 tax reduction so stimulated the 
economy, so increased the numb.er of 
jobs, the wages paid to those who were 
working in those jobs, and the profits to 
corporations, that taxes on the increased 
income and increased profits, even at 
lower tax rates, yielded an increase in 
revenue. 

Now, Mr. President, I ask, is it not 
logical to contend that if we increase 
tax rates-as we are doing in this bill
we may-it is not inevitable-so slow 
down the economy, so decrease the num
ber of jobs, so reduce the size of profits, 
that tax revenues will decline, even 
though the tax rate has been increased. 

Now, I would be the first to concede 
that such a development is not inevit
able. Whether this tax increase shoves 
the economy into a recession that will 
result in lower revenues and an increased 
deficit depends upon economic condi
tions. 

So let us take a hard look at those 
economic conditions as we know them at 
the present time. 

The best available publication on our 
economic indicators is Business Cycle 
Developments of the Department of 
Commerce. 

Unfortunately, the most recent period 
for which data is available is the month 
of April. However, there has been little 
change in the overall mix of economic 
indicators in the last f e:w weeks. 

In April, the economy began to turn 
around and point down instead of up. Of 
the 21 available series on leading indi
cators-I want to emphasize that these 
indicators foreshadow developments in 
the economy at a later time and have 
been demonstrated for many years to be 
the best forecasters of economic activity 
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available to us-15 now either point 
compared with a modest six which sug
gest the economy may continue to ex
pand. 

Among the series which showed de
clines were the following: 

Average workweek: 40.4 hours in April; 
40. 7 in March. I shall indicate in a mo
ment how important that particular 
statistic is. 

Nonagricultural job placements, all in
dustries: Down 8 percent from March 
to April. 

New orders, durable goods industries: 
Down 2.6 percent in April, compared with 
March. 

Contracts and orders, plant and equip
ment: Down 6.1 percent in April. 

New building permits, private hous
ing: Down 5.8 percent in April. 

Industrial material prices: Down 1.8 
percent in April. 

Ratio, prices to unit labor cost, manu
facturing: Down 0.3 percent in April. 

Sales of retail stores: Down 1. 7 per
cent in April. 

Labor cost per unit of output, manu
facturing: Up 0.5 percent in April. When 
that goes up, it is bad news for the future. 

Mr. President, just last week, a panel 
of some of the most competent econo
mists in the country appeared before the 
Joint Economic Committee to testify on 
the economic implications of the recom
mendations of the President's Commis
sion on Riots; that is, the Kerner Com
mission. 

At this hearing Professor Thurow, of 
Harvard, informed the committee that 
if we program the tax increase and ex
penditure reductions that are in this 
conference report into an economic 
model that he knew of, it shows a reces
sion in 1969. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
that if the fiscal restraint involved in 
the conference report does shove our 
economy into a recession, we will not 
reduce the deficit, we are likely to have 
a deficit greater than $25 billion, and, 
of course, the· so-called fiscal restraint 
will have caused untold human misery in . 
the process. 

At the hearing to which I have re
ferred, Dr. Gerhard Colm, one of the 
Nation's most eminent economists, said 
that this tax package could increase un
employment to 4 % percent which would 
be close to an additional million men 
and women out of work. 

WILL NOT RETARD INFLATION 

Mr. President, the major economic 
claim for this tax package is that it will 
slow down the rise in prices. I flatly deny 
that it will do this unless it does so 
through the painful and unacceptable 
process of a serious recession. 

This massive tax increase will not re
tard inflation for these reason: 

We are not at the present time suffer
ing from a demand-pull inflation. The 
whole theory behind the argument that 
the tax increase will slow down the price 
rise is that it will reduce excessive de
mand, restrain people from buying as 
much as they otherwise would buy, and 
thus ease pressure on limited resources 
in our factories and in our manpower 
supply. 

This theory does not stand up because 
there is no strain on our factory capacity, 
or on our manpower. 

The statistics are dear and emphatic. 
It is true that in early 1966, we were op
erating at 91 percent of capacity which 
is the pref erred level for most of Ameri
can business. At the present time, how
ever, we are operating at only 84 per
cent of capacity, far, far below the level 
at which American industry would pre
f er to operate and actually lower than 
the 85 percent of capacity at which the 
economy was operating in 1964 when we 
reduced taxes to get the economy 
moving. 

Just imagine that, Mr. President. In 
1964 we cut taxes because demand was 
presumably inadequate and yet that. 
demand was sufficient for the economy 
to operate at 85 percent of capacity. 

Now, we are increasing taxes with the 
argument that demand is excessive but 
the pressure of that demand on our ca
pacity is lower-I repeat, lower-84 per
cent-than it was when the inadequacy 
of demand was used as an argument to 
reduce taxes. We need more demand to 
keep our factories busy. 

Now, much more emphasis has been 
put by proponents of the conference re
port on a theoretical shortage of labor. 

Mr. President, there are today 3 mil
lion men and women out of work. Report 
after report has told the Congress that 
the answer to the problem of our cities 
is more jobs. 

Today, the hours of work in our fac
tories, shops, and stores are not only 
lower than they were in 1964, when we 
reduced taxes so that people could work 
more, but is as low as it has been since 
1962. 

Mr. President, it is senseless to argue 
that demand is putting an excessive bur
den on our limited supply of manpower. 
If it were, men and women would be 
working far longer hours, there would 
be far more overtime than there is at 
the present time. 

Of course, it is true, once again, that 
if this tax increase shoves this country 
into a serious recession, throwing hun
dreds of thousands of men and women 
out of work, one consequence of a seri
ous increase in unemployment will be 
less cost pressure through wage increases 
and that in this way the cost-push in
flation that we now suffer may be 
moderated. · 

But, Mr. President, this is the worst 
possible way to cope with a cost-push 
inflation. 

The last time we did this, this way, in 
1957-58, unemployment went to a level 
of more than 7 percent before price in
creases began to moderate. If that hap
pens again, it will mean an additional 
3 or 4 million Americans out of work and 
this Senator simply does not want to 
pay that price. 

Also, Mr. President, it is clear that you 
do not retard a cost-push inflation by 
increasing costs and certainly every 
Member of the Senate knows that a tax 
increase represents a cost increase. 

Who is going to pay the increased 
taxes that this bill imposes on corpo
rations? Mr. President, you and I know 
who it is. It is the consumer who buys 

what the corporations produce. He al
ways pays all costs in the end. 

Furthermore, as this conference report 
reduces the take-home pay of tens of 
millions of American workers, they will 
do their best to restore their net reduc
tions by seeking more substantial wage 
increases which in turn will be reflected 
in higher prices. 
MEASURE WILL HURT, NOT HELP, BALANCE OF 

PAYMENTS 

One of the most emphatic claims for 
this conference report is that it is nec
essary to improve the Nation's seriously 
adverse balance of payments. 

It is my understanding that if there 
is any argument that has changed the 
minds of a majority of Members of the 
House of Representatives and of the 
business community, it is the argument 
that this tax increase is necessary to 
end the gold drain and shore up the 
dollar by improving our balance of 
payments. 

Mr. President, this is probably the 
weakest argument of all those mustered 
to support the conference report. 

In ·February of 1964, Secretary of the 
Treasury Douglas Dillon came before the 
Ways and Means Committee to plead for 
a tax reduction. Note I said a tax reduc
tion. 

One of his principal arguments was 
that this tax reduction was necessary to 
improve-yes I said improve-our bal
ance of payments. And how did Mr. 
Dillon justify this argument? Very sensi
bly. 

He said that the tax reduction would 
improve the profitability of American 
corporations as compared with businesses 
throughout the world. He pointed out 
that the decrease in taxes would in
crease the profitability of American cor
porations compared to European and 
Japanese corporations. He argued that 
this reduction in taxes would lure capi
tal from abroad to this country to in
vest in American corporations, that this 
capital would mean that the dollar out
flow would be reduced and that at the 
same time American dollars would not 
flow as rapidly overseas because the 
profitability of foreign corporations 
would be relatively less. . 

Now, Mr. President, what happened 
after Mr. Dillon's arguments prevailed 
and we reduced taxes? What happened 
to our balance of payments? Was he 
right? Did the tax reduction so increase 
the flow of dollars to this country and 
decrease the flow of dollars abroad that 
the balance of payments improved? 

The answer, Mr. President, is that Mr. 
Dillon was absolutely correct. The bal
ance of payments did improve and the 
tax reduction was a principal reason for 
its improvement. 

Now, Mr. President, we are asked to 
increase taxes to improve our balance of 
payments. In view of our 1964 experience, 
how foolish that would be. It is obvious 
that a 10-percent increase in taxes on 
American corporations, which now pay 
half of their profits to the Federal Gov
ernment in taxes, would mean a 10-per
cent reduction in the profitability of 
those corporations. This is a universal 
reduction throughout all of American 
business. A 10-percent reduction in 
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profitability is a decisive reduction, in
deed. It is sure to discourage investment 
in American corporations. It is sure to 
encourage investment by Americans 
abroad. It is sure to worsen our balance 
of payments. 

As I said earlier, Mr. President, taxes 
are a cost. To the extent that these taxes 
on American corporations are shifted to 
the consumer, they are bound to increase 
the prices of the goods American corpo
rations sell. As they do this, what Ameri
can corporations sell will decline in com
petitiveness with what foreign corpo
rations sell. This tax increase will 
certainly tend to worsen our balance of 
trade, as well as our investment balance, 
and I say this recognizing that there 
might be some slight decline in Ameri
can imports because of the reduction 
that the tax increase represents in the 
income of American consumers. 
MEASURE WILL NOT RESTORE CONFIDENCE IN THE 

DOLLAR 

Mr. President, one of the vaguest and 
fuzziest arguments in favor of this con
ference report is that it is necessary to 
restore confidence in the dollar. 

I suppose more businessmen and Con
gressmen have made this argument than 
any other. Mr. President, I think that 
this is a completely mistaken notion. 

May I ask what is the principal in
gredient in the confidence by Americans 
and by foreigners in the soundness of 
the economy? 

My answer is that that confidence de
pends on the capacity of the economy 
to grow, to produce, to expand, to pro
vide economic opportunity for more and 
more Americans. 

In a simple word, Mr. President, that 
confidence depends on American pros
perity. 

The one economic development sure to 
enfeeble that confidence is a recession or 
a depression. And yet, Mr. President, re
call that Professor Therow, of Harvard, 
assured the Joint Economic Committee 
just a week ago that every responsible 
economic model shows that if we pass 
ihis conference report, we will have a 
recession in 1969. Now, Mr. President, do 
we achieve confidence in the dollar by 
shoving this economy into a recession? 
Frankly, I cannot think of anything that 
Congress can do more likely to upset 
confidence than to take economic policy 
action that will provoke a recession. 

The so-called tough Draconian actions 
to slam the brakes on the economy may 
appeal to some masochistic streak, espe
cially on the part of those who will not 
lose their jobs through a recession, but 
there is no record that it ever increased 
confidence in the economy of the country 
that went through a recession. 

For those who are skeptical of this 
viewpoint, I ref er to the experience of 
the United Kingdom which has just en
dured a series of extraordinary tough, 
economic measures. In her case, neces
sary because of the extraordinary de
pendence of England on foreign trade-
but which have developed a recession in 
England and certainly have not suc
ceeded in establishing confidence either 
in the :aritish economy or in the pound. 

IN SPITE OF SHORT-TERM EFFECT ON SPENDING, 
MEASURE ENCOURAGES SPENDING IN THE LONG 
RUN 

Mr. President, I voted with enthusiasm 
for the part of this conference r~rt 
which would reduce spending by $6 bil
lion. Frankly, I think the reduction in 
spending should have been greater. It is 
true that for the next few months, the 
enactment of this conference report will 
have the effect of holding spending down. 
But, Mr. President, you and I know, and 
certainly every Senator must know, that 
this spending reduction is strictly tem
porary-and I mean temporary. 

After all a new administration will take 
o:mce 7 months from now. That new ad
ministration, whether it be Democratic 
or Republican, will have its own ideas on 
the budget. Anybody who has eyes to see 
or ears to hear, or who has observed the 
conduct of the Congress over the past few 
years must know that if revenues permit, 
that Congress will undo that part of the 
conference report which inhibits the new 
President and the new Congress from 
carrying out the new programs which 
they wish to carry out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR
DICK in the chair). The time of the Sen
ator has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for 5 additional 
minutes? . 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 5 
additional minutes. 

Mr. PROXMiRE. Mr. President, the 
only realistically restraining force on 
that Congress, as on all past Congresses, 
will be the amount of revenue available. 

There is no question that if we in
crease taxes today, and do not have a re
cession, we are going to make more rev
enue available for calendar 1969 and fu
ture years, and certainly the oldest and 
surest natural law of modern government 
is that spending rises to meet revenues. 

And this brings me to my next em
phatic argument against the conference 
report and that is that once a tax is 
enacted, it is very, very hard indeed to 
secure its repeal. 

This is not simply a theory, Mr. Pres
ident; it is a fact. For months now I 
have asked witness after witness before 
the Joint Economic Committee to indi
cate a single tax increase which has been 
repealed before its expiration date .or 
shortly thereafter and indeed very, 
very few can recall any tax increase 
which has been allowed to expire, until 
years have pa.ssed. 

As taxpayers throughout this Nation 
know so well, we are still paying many of 
the temporary tax increases imposed 
more than 25 years ago during World 
War II. We will be paying this tax in
crease for many, many years to come. 

SERIOUS ADVERSE EFFECT ON POOR 

Mr. President, whatever the arguments 
may be pro and con the effect of this tax 
increase package on American corpora
tions or on the American taxpayer, 
the American who is going to be hit hard
est and surest by this tax hike is the poor 
man. 

· In the last few years, we have ·made 
more progress in developing programs to 
give all Americans a chance to develop 
the skills necessary to enable them to 
enter the productive forces of American 
industry. 

With the passage of the antipoverty 
bill, with the remarkable mobilization of 
public support for legislation to begin to 
end the poverty in this country, with 
the overwhelming support of the Ameri
can public as reported by the Gallup 
poll just last Sunday for providing all 
Americans with an opportunity of gain
ful employment, with the Government as 
the residual employer, if necessary, the 
future has begun to look much brighter 
for an America with real opportunity for 
all. 

This tax package explodes the high 
hopes that this mobilization of American 
opinion in favor of acting to end poverty 
had developed. 

The very heart of the Kerner Com
mission report is that we must provide 
more jobs for the Nation's poor. The re
port specifically recommends the crea
tion of 1 million public sector jobs and 
1 million private sector jobs forthwith. 

Mr. President, how can we begin to 
create an additional 2 million jobs when 
we are taking action today that will de:
stroy a million jobs? 

I have in my possession a letter from 
Gardner Ackley, former head of the 
Council of Economic Advisers under 
President Johnson, and a leading pro
ponent of the tax increa.se. Mr. Ackley 
assures me in this letter that the tax 
increase will eliminate hundreds of thou
sands of jobs. 

Mr. President, if we add to the tax in
crease that mandate for expenditure re
duction, this whole package bill in my 
view, will increase unemployment by 1 
million. Mr. President, let us ask, who 
are going to be those who are among the 
million to be laid off? 

All of our experience shows that the 
last hired and the first fired are the 
marginal workers, the poor, the Negroes, 
the very ones who have been victimized 
by inadequate job opportunities in the 
past. 

One recent study, for example, showed 
that whereas Negro income is about 
60 percent of white income in periods 
of prosperity, in recession that Negro 
income drops down to only 50 percent of 
white income. 

These will be the victims of this con
ference report. 

Garth Mangum, eminent economist, 
told our committee and told it 
truly that the poor have been the price 
stabilizers of our economy, that we have 
achieved price stability by keeping a pro
portion of our population out of work 
and the incidence of unemployment has 
fallen very, very heavily among the un
skilled white and especially Negro Ameri
can citizens. 

Mr. President, just think what this 
conference report does to the hopes of 
those who are seeking jobs. What the 
overwhelming majority of these people 
need more than anything else is the 
development of a skill. They need the 
training that is essential to give them 
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something t.o sell to an employer. This is 
crucial if they are to hope to earn a 
respectable income adequate to support 
their family in dignity. 

Of course, it is true that the Federal 
Government and State and local gov
ernments have provided more and more 
training programs of this kind but the 
overwhelming majority of such train
ing programs have been provided by 
private employers. And private employ
ers, in general, provide these programs 
for a very clear economic reason. They do 
so in periods of prosperity. They do so 
when the economy is expanding. They 
do not do so in periods of economic re
traction, in recession, when they are lay
ing men off. 

And the reason is perfectly obvious. 
Why in the world should any private 
employer seek out and train unskilled 
men and women at considerable cost 
when he does not have enough work for 
the skilled men and women who have 
toiled faithfully for him for years? 
Obviously, the first victim of a recession 
that may be brought about by this con
ference report are the private training 
programs which con3titute literally 90 
percent of all of the opportunity for the 
unskilled, untrained dwellers in Amer
ican ghettos can hope to get. 

SLOWS GROWTH 

Mr. President, every proponent of this 
conference report agrees it will slow 
our economy down, that it will retard 
the growth of our economy . . 

Now this slowing in the growth of our 
economy comes after a year, 1967, in 
which the economy grew at a rate of 
only 2% percent-far, far below the tar
get level of 4% percent necessary to keep 
our manpower and factory capacity 
busy. 

After all, we have a million and a 
half additional persons net coming into 
our workforce each year. 

We must speed up our rate of growth 
over 1967 if. we are to avoid unemploy
ment, stagnation, and if we are to pro
vide the kinds of economic strength 
necessary for American security in world 
leadership. 

It is true that in the first quarter of 
this year we grew at a rapid rate. But 
as I indicated at the beginning of this 
speech today, that rate slowed down 
sharply in April and there is every indi
cation that even without this conference 
report, without this amended fiscal re
straint, the economy would slow down 
in the remainder of this year and 1969. 

What this tax hike will do will be to 
slow America's growth for years to come. 
This will mean less automation, less pro
ductivity, because automation and pro
ductivity are peculiarly the product of 
economic prosperity and growth. Only 
in prosperity are the funds available and 
the incentive available for instituting the 
technological change, for engaging in the 
highly expensive research, for investing 
in the expensive automated equipment, 
necessary to improve the efficiency as 
well as the productivity of the American 
economy. 

SUMMAR~ 

Mr. President, I am strongly opposed 
to the conference report. I will vote 
against it and I will do my very best to 

secure as prompt a repeal of its tax in
crease provisions as I possibly can. 

I will do this because I believe very 
strongly that this tax increase is unlikely 
to achieve any of the objectives used to 
justify its passage. It will not decrease 
the deficit. It will not retard inflation. 

It will not help our balance of pay
ments. Indeed it will seriously aggravate 
that balance of payments. 

It will not restore confidence in the 
dollar. 

In spite of a short-term tendency to 
reduce spending, in the long run it will 
increase expenditures as expenditures 
rise to meet the higher rate of taxation. 

It will seriously hurt the poor. It will 
not only increase unemployment by hun
dreds of thousands but it will destroy 
most of the training programs for the 
poor now in effect in American industry. 
And it constitutes a very serious blow to 
the long-term growth of our economy. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, this 
country is faced with a series of serious 
fiscal, social and international problems 
including an unbalanced budget, a 
drain on the dollar, inflation, the war in 
Vietnam and massive unmet social needs 
at home. This tax increase will not solve 
our fiscal problems, and the budget cut 
will intensify our social problems. The 
tax increase puts the burden on the 
wrong people and the budget cut will 
take the money from the wrong places. 

I recognize we must make budget cuts 
and increase revenues to close the gap 
between income and outgo. When this 
measure was before us several weeks 
ago, I voted for a $14 billion tax on ex
cess profits and against the 10 percent 
surtax because it is unjust and unfair in 
the extreme. I would vote again for an 
equitable tax measure if there were one 
before us despite the fact that our fiscal 
problem is caused by a tragically mistak
en war that I have fought and voted 
against since 1965. Today, I hope we will 
not have to listen to pious lectures on 
high taxes and fiscal irresponsibility 
from those who supported the launching 
of a ground war in Vietnam in 1965. 

This tax package will levy a 10 percent 
surtax for $11.6 billion, continue auto 
and phone taxes and speed up corpora
tion tax collections, for a total of about 
$15 billion. Combined with a $6 billion 
budget cut it still leaves an untenable 
budget gap; it will not stop the inflation
ary spiral; it will not stop the drain on 
the dollar; and it will not leave enough 
in the budget for critical social programs. 
You know that, Mr. President, and I 
know that, and administration spokes
men will privately concede it if we press 
the point vigorously enough. But they 
tell us, this is the best stopgap emergen
cy measure we can get through Congress. 
What other measure has the administra
tion tried to get through Congress? Why 
have they not come to Congress with the 
kind of tax that lays a fair share of the 
burden where it ought to go-an excess 
profits tax on the unprecedented profits 
of a war economy. Is it not ironic that 
the financial and business leaders of 
America are the administration cheer
leaders for this tax increase. Well, why 
not? They will not have to pay it. 

It is in the national interest they tell 

us. In times of crisis, we Americans must 
all stand together, they say. I can buy 
that, but while we are all standing to
gether why not throw in our tax money 
together t.oo? During the Second World 
War in 1944 the excess profits tax pro
duced $10 billion out of an economy a 
fraction as large as this one. 

The 10-percent surtax will not much 
be noticed by the rich, the amuent or 
the well to do. It will just reduce their 
savings or investments a relatively mod
est amount. But for those who are trying 
to save a little bit or who are having 
trouble balancing their budget and keep
ing up with the inflation, the tax in
crease does mean something. Even more 
important is the principle involved. 
Americans have always been willing to 
sacrifice in the interests of their country 
when called upon to do so. I trust it will 
always be so. But they properly resent 
it when the sacrifice is not fairly shared 
by all. In fact it is pretty hard to make 
a convincing case for the urgency of the 
cause with a proposal like this one. In 
good conscience we must concede this is 
a tax prescription with the wrong medi
cine for the wrong patient. 

If we mean business about this serious 
matter, for heavens sake let us confront 
it head on with a proposal that resolves 
the issue and does it fairly. That mean,s 
we should junk this measure and call 
upon the administration to come up with 
a proposal that does the job. Under the 
circumstances, that is where the proposal 
should come from. If they have no rec
ommendation to make we then should do 
the job ourselves. 

The budget should be put in balance 
and it can be accomplished if we have 
the courage to levy the taxes where they 
should be levied and cut the budget 
where it should be cut. We are living in 
a wartime economy with the highest 
profits in history yet we are asking them 
to sacrifice almost nothing while we dis
criminate against programs for the poor, 
the jobless, the elderly, the hungry, and 
the untrained and uneducated youth of 
America. 

We should enact a tax and budget 
package that raises $22 billion in taxes 
and cuts the budget by the amount rec
ommended by the President-$4 billion; 
$14 billion should be raised by an excess 
profits tax, $5 billion from the surtax, 
$2.7 billion by extension of the phone 
and auto excise taxes and $300 million 
miscellaneous--removal of tax exemp
tion from certain industrial development 
bonds, and so forth. This combined with 
a $4 billion budget cut will total $26 
billion. 

In my judgment, the emphasis on 
budget cuts should be in the military 
budget-a 5-percent research and de
velopment cut, for example, would save 
$1.2 billion; postponement of the thin 
ABM several hundred million-public 
works-$1 to $2 billion should be post
poned-with most of the balance being 
cut from space, SST, European troop 
reduction, and military procurement. 

This would put us in a fiscally sound 
position with a balanced budget or at 
most a modest imbalance. If within a 
reasonable time this did not reverse the 
inflationary trend the President should 
request the imposition of price-and-wage 
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controls. We cannot afford to permit the 
inflationary trend to continue at its 
present rate. 

We are in a war. Our fiscal situation 
is serious. We ought to have the courage 
to face up to it with a program that will 
do the job. 

I therefore will vote against this con
ference report as I voted against the 
original bill. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, this 
is a historic legislative proposal now 
before the Senate. It is the first time in 
over 100 years that Congress has con
sidered at the same time a tax proposal 
and an appropriation proposal in one 
piece of legislation. 

This idea is not original with me. I got 
the idea from an economist, Dr. Pierre 
Renfret, on the basis of which I made 
a speech, on October 4, 1967, recom
mending that if there was a tax increase 
proposed which the majority on this side 
of the aisle believed, and if a majority 
also believed that we need to cut expend
itures, the two should be put together. 

Thereafter, the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], in Janu
ary of this year, came in with a proposal 
attempting to to just that. He even went 
further and spelled out in detail that 
which he thought could be accomplished. 

He proposed an $8 billion expendi
ture cut proposal, and he coupled it with 
a tax increase bill, after some conversa
tions with me. We took it to the Finance 
Committee of the Senate and presented 
it there, and it failed in the Finance 
Committee by only one vote. 

Thereafter we decided we would off er 
it as an amendment to the excise tax 
bill when that bill, which had cleared 
the House, came before us. In develop
ing this package one of the more diffi
cult problems was to develop the delicate 
balance necessary between expenditure 
reductions and tax increases which was 
necessary to attract sufficient support. 
This was not merely the question of ob
taining support in the Senate but in the 
House as well. Many thought that even 
if the bill passed the Senate in the form 
we sought it still would not be accept
able to the House. The Senator from 
Delaware and I, however, never shared 
that view. 

It was a great privilege for me to be 
able to work with the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware and an inspira
tion to see him try to get through some
thing that he felt was in the interest 
of the Nation, just as I did. He was will
ing to reduce the $8 billion expenditure 
cut which he originally wanted, and he 
came down to $6 billion. I cooperated 
with h1m and compromised with him 
in. various aspects. 

We finally put together the language 
which was voted on and passed on the 
:floor of the Senate in April of this year. 

During the deliberations and debate 
we were very encouraged and helped by 
the work of the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]; by the 
senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GoRE] ; by the distinguished Senator 

from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE], who is here 
on the floor who supported our position 
and finally became a cosponsor of the 
bill; and by other Members of the Sen
ate, particularly the dlistinguished ma
jority leader and· the distinguished 
mtinority leader. So we were able to 
finally pass a type of bill combining ex
penditure cuts and tax increases, as I say, 
which had been unheard of in the last 

· 100 years. 
Before all time expires, I want to 

congratulate the distinguished Secre
tary of the Treasury, Joe Fowler, for 
the manner in which he stood up for 
and def ended his position with respect 
to this particular proposal. He did not 
like the expenditure cut, but every time 
we asked him about an expenditure cut, 
he said, "We need the tax increase so 
badly that I will take an expenditure 
cut." Every time the Senator from Dela
ware asked him whether he favored an 
$8 billion or $6 billion or $4 billion cut, 
he said, "I do not care for any cut, but 
I will follow the advice of the Congress 
on that." His position never changed. He 
was straightforward and honest. He 
said, "Whatever you gentlemen believe 
you have to have to get the tax increase 
through the Congress which is so 
urgently needed for this Nation and the 
free world, I will take." So he gave us 
his support. I thought his position in 
respect to this whole matter was out
standing and most deserving of every 
type of commendation. 

Mr. President, yesterday the House of 
Representatives voted to approve the 
Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 
1968, H.R. 15414 and in a few minutes 
the Senate will act on the conference 
report. 

According to our Constitution, the 
Congress is the center of the decision
making process on taxation and spend
ing, and for excellent historical reasons. 
These prerogatives were gained in many 
battles over many centuries by parlia
mentary assemblies in Britain and Amer
ica. They were viewed by the Founding 
Fathers as a treasured guarantee that 
the executive branch of the U.S. Govern
ment would not go beyond the expressed 
wish of the electorate and their repre
sentatives. 

It is certainly easy and popular to 
exercise these powers to reduce taxes and 
to appropriate additional sums of money 
for projects which many people believe to 
be worthy. Since 1962, Congress has in
deed cut taxes by $22 billion, and has 
left this country as the most lightly taxed 
of all Western industrialized countries. 
Since 1958, Federal spending for projects 
within this country rose over 100 percent 
on a rising tide of prosperity. 

Increasing taxes and cutting spend
ing are not easy and not popular, partic
ularly when they are combined into a 
single package. A vote in favor of such a 
measure is extremely difficult, and a Rep
resentative or Senator does not do this 
without searching his soul and, in many 
cases, risking his career and the many 
years of hard work which he has put in 
to reach his present position. 

However, if our system is to be pre
served, Congress must act in the difficult 
cases as well as the easy ones. 

A recent editorial in a respected busi
ness publication put the issue this way: 

The nation wm pay dearly if its elected 
representatives continue to avoid what is so 
clearly needed: cuts in government spend
ing and an increase in taxes. The conse
quences of a failure by Congress ... will be 
disastrous .... Renewed attacks on the dollar 
are sure to come. The European members of 
the Gold Pool went along with the United 
States very reluctantly in response to Amer
ican pledges of imposing restraints on the 
domestic economy to safeguard the dollar. 
But they did not agree to (wait indefinitely). 
... If it becomes clear that the United 
States does not mean to make good its 
pledges, an international monetary crisis 
... will return with a vengeance .... A tax 
increase and budget cuts have acquired a 
kind of symbolic significance as evidence 
that the United States has the moral for
titude to take politically unp9pular actron 
to assure the value of the dollar ... in cir
cumstances ... more dangerous for the 
United States and the world monetary sys
tem (than ever before).* 

We might prefer to do otherwise; but 
if the Congress is to be responsible to our 
country's best interests, acceptance of a 
tax increase at this time is imperative. 
This is the course of statesmanship, and 
I hope and trust that responsible action 
is also the course of good politics. 

It is therefore my pleasure to off er my 
congratulations to the Members of the 
other body who supported the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. 
They have shown that our institutions 
can meet tests of our times. They have 
acted to restore financial respcnsibility 
to the councils of our Government, and 
deserve the deep gratitude of tha Nation. 
I would like particularly to express my 
appreciation to the great chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
WILBUR D. MILLS, of Arkansas, and the 
ranking minority member of that com
mittee, Mr. JOHN BYRNES of Wisconsin. 

I would also like to commend the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, 
Mr. William Mcchesney Martin. He 
wanted the tax increase, but he was also 
in favor of an expenditure cut, although 
he did not name a figure. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 addi
tional minute. 

I would like to commend other people, 
but the time does not permit it. I want to 
make special mention of our staff, partic
ularly the director of the staff, Larry 
Woodworth. Frankly, without his serv
ices, we could not have passed this bill. 
He was able to take our wishes, ambi
tions, and desires, and put them into the 
correct language. He was the one who 
offered us good counsel, not only here on 
the floor but later when we went to con
ference with the House. He was the one 
who wrote all the details of the confer
ence report. He and his stat! have done 
most of the preparation for the speeches 
which have been made. What he has 
done deserves the commendation of every 
one of us, and certainly our appreciation. 

Mr. President, at this time I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD J. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the 
Senator from Florida. 

*"Why Fiscal Restraint is Crucial", Busi
ness Week, March 30, 1968, p. 173. 
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Mr. President, we have a basic prob
lem of Government deficits and a basic 
problem of domestic inflation. 

These deficits are eroding the value of 
the American dollar, and the resulting 
inflation is eating deeply into the pay
checks of every wage earner and into the 
grocery money of every housewife. . 

The major cause of this inflation is 
Government spending, as was candidly 
admitted recently by the Chairman of 
the President's Council of Economic Ad
visers. 

Yes, our Government is f~ing a finan
cial crisis. Our national debt exceeds 
$350 billion. The interest charges there
on exceed $15 billion, the largest non
defense item in the entire budget. 

Approximately 13 cents of every in
come tax dollar now goes to pay the in
terest, which is another way of saying 
that when the wages are taken out of 
the paycheck of an individual employee, 
13 percent of that money goes to pay the 
interest charges on the national debt. 

It is estimated that the Government 
will take in the next year $80 billion in 
personal income taxes and $34 billion in 
corporate income taxes, for a total in
come tax take of $114 billion, in round 
:figures; and the interest on the national 
debt will be $15 billion: 

Drastic action is required if we are to 
put our financial house in order. 

Both Houses of Congress-and the 
President-have agreed to a proposal for 
the enactment of a 10-percent surtax on 
personal and corporate incomes, coupled 
with a $6 billion reduction in Federal 
spending. 

If runaway inflation is to be avoided, 
there appears to be little alternative to 
the package legislation combining an in
crease in taxes with a reduction in Fed
eral spending. Even with this legislation, 
a substantial deficit is in prospect for the 
new fiscal year which begins July 1. And 
this will be on top of this year's deficit of 
$20 billion, by far the highest deficit in 
our history, except during the years of 
World War II. 

Putting our :financial house in order is 
a joint responsibility of both the Con
gress and the President. The Congress 
cannot do it alone, and the President 
cannot do it alone. 

Federal spending has doubled during 
the past 9 years. 

Yet all of the candidates for President, 
with one possible exception, are telling 
the people that if elected they will de
mand greater spending. 

All of them, or most of them, appear 
to be promising each group in our Na
tion anything that that group wants 
in the way of new Federal spending 
programs. 

So regardless of the enactment of the 
joint tax increase-spending cut legis
lation, our Nation is a long way from 
being on a sound financial basis. 

But I think this is worth a try. 
It is significant that the 10-percent 

surcharge will automatically expire June 
30, 1969, 1 year from now. 

If by that time, the Congress and the 
President-by President, I mean both 
Mr. Johnson and his successor-have not 
taken firm steps to bring Federal spend
ing under control, then many of us who· 
support this package today will vigor-

ously oppose any efforts to reinstate the 
tax when it expires a year from now. 

I emphasize again that the Congress 
and the President face a joint respon
sibility. That is why it is so discouraging 
when candidates for the Presidency are 
seeking to outpromise one another in the 
amount of Federal money they will spend 
if elected. 

What is so often overlooked by those 
seeking votes is that approximately two
thirds of all the individual income taxes 
is obtained from those with an annual 
income of less than $15,000. 

It is possible that presidential candi
dates are misjudging the intelligence 
and the stamina of the American peo
ple. There is only one place from which 
the money to finance these big spending 
programs can come. That is for the Gov
ernment to dig deeper into the pockets 
of the wage earner--either through more 
taxes or more inflation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE] 3 minutes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I was 
a cosponsor of the amendment under 
which the 10-percent surtax and the ex
penditure were combined into one 
measure. . 

Now is not the time to consider 
whether or not this proposal should be 
approved. It must be approved. We will 
have to collect the moneys that are 
needed to run the Government and sta
bilize the price of the American dollar. 
Inflation is speeding up. It will become 
unchecked unless we do something about 
it. 

I believe the interest rates paid by 
the Federal Government on short-term 
obligations of 3 to 5 years will soon be 
from 5 to 6 percent. The cost of borrow
ing money from banks for the building 
of houses is up to 6.5 percent. The price 
of goods is rising daily. The housewife 
and those who purchase goods under
stand what the fact is. 

The economic advisers to the Presi
dent, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
:financial experts of the world, the econ
omists in the International Monetary 
Fund and the World Bank have been 
telling Congress and the Government of 
the United States, "Unless you put your 
fiscal house in order, there will be col
lapse of the dollar, causing untold dam
age to the economy of the American 
citizens, and probably collapsing the 
economy of the world." 

Pierre Jacobson, now deceased, 7 or 8 
years ago, said that we had to put our 
fiscal house in order. In effect, he said, 
"You cannot, each year, be spending 
more than you take in, without even
tually getting into trouble." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor's time has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I have 2 more 
minutes? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield the Senator 
from Ohio 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. We did not heed his 
words. The need for caution was ex
pressed on the floor of the Senate to the 
same effect; but it fell upon deaf ears. 
Spending has continued in excess of the 
revenues taken in, and the national debt 
has been climbing. It is my understand'."" 
ing that our Government now owes more 

money to creditors than all the other 
nations of the world put together. 

Something must be done about it. I do 
not want to impose taxes; but unless we 
tax at this time, the money which will 
be taken from our citizens through in
fiaition will by far exceed the 10-percent 

·surtax. 
The 10-percent surtax will be opera

tive for 1 year. At the end of that time, 
those who will remain here will have the 
task of determining what shall be done. 

I conclude, Mr. President, as follows: 
We are either going to take more through 
inflation or through the imposition of 
this tax; and if we do not tax and do not 
stop spending in the extravagant man
ner we have followed, there will be grave 
trouble ahead. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sena
tor from Washington, 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, after 
much thought and after carefully 
weighing all of the arguments, I have 
very reluctantly come to the conclusion 
that it is in the best interest of the 
United States for the Congress to ap
prove H.R. 15414. I have, therefore, 
voted for the bill. 

Whether one supports the Vietnam war 
or is against it-whether one favors es
calation or deescalation; one thing 
should be crystal clear to all of us. This 
is a war tax. The Federal Government is 
spending around $30 billion a year on the 
Vietnam war. We could decimate the De
partment of Labor, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the De
partment of Agriculture, the Depart
ment of Commerce, the Department 
of the Interior, the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development, the Office 
of Economic Opportunity and all 26 in
dependent agencies and we still would not 
offset the cost of this war. We should call 
a spade a spade. It is the Vietnam war 
which has overheated the economy. This 
should not surprise anyone; every other 
war has caused a similar disruption of 
the economy. 

Nor should anyone be surprised if this 
tax increase results in a net loss of rev
enue for the Federal coffers. Indeed, its 
primary purpose is to dampen the econ
omy. Our past experience with increased 
taxes leads me to believe that this tax in
crease will bring in much less money 
than is generally anticipated. 

In my view, it would have been in
finitely better if this bill could have been 
voted upon in segments. But we were 
presented with an all-or-nothing choice. 
The result will be a curtailment of many 
vital programs such as health and edu
cation to mention only two. Social pro
grams which could have cooled our 
sizzling cities will be crippled in some 
respects. But it will help one main facet 
of the problem, low-cost housing. 

The spending portion of this legisla
tion because of the way it is drafted will 
have the effect of removing from the 
Congress further control over appropria
tions. It provides the executive branch 
with a line it.em veto and as such defers 
from the constitutional authority of the 
Congress to appropriate money. 

At least, temporarily, I would have 
much preferred coupling any tax in
crease with tax reform. It is time that 
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the Congress paid heed to the inequities 
in the Federal income tax structure. 
Why, for example, should we continue 
giving oil companies such an uncon
scionable tax break? But as I said before, 
we were confronted with an all-or-noth
ing proposition. 

With all these reservations, why do I 
now support this legislation? 

Early last fall there was considerable 
evidence that a tax increase was not de
sirable at that time. The leading eco
nomic indicators were mixed, and our 
most brilliant economists could not agree 
on when a tax increase should be im
posed. As it turned out, the economy did 
not heat up as rapidly or as much as 
many had supposed. 

In the intervening months, much has 
happened to change the economic 
picture. 

Prices are now beginning to rise at an 
alarming rate. People in lower and mod
erate income brackets are beginning to 
notice severe reductions in their buying 
power. A great credit crunch is upon 
us-interest rates are much too high. 
Homebuilders, lumber and logging com
panies, and small businessmen of all 
kinds are begininng to feel the pinch. 
International loss of confidence threat
ens the stability of the dollar and the 
viability of U.S. trade with other 
countries. 

So, I do agree, with most all economic 
experts, however, this proposal will help 
our world financial situation. 

There are persuasive arguments in op
position to a tax increase; but the over
whelming we!ght of opinion supports the 
increase. 

A tax increase is never popular. But it 
is curious that this particular proposal 
has generated so much antagonism. The 
tax increase represents less than one
half the tax reduction realized by the 
1964 act. The surtax will leave personal 
income taxes lower than at any time 
during the 20 years preceding 1964. For 
most people, the cost of this increase 
will be only 1 percent of their income, 
but it could save them 2 to 3 percent in 
reduced consumer prices. It could sig
nificantly improve the buying power of 
the poor, the elderly, and others with 
fixed incomes. 

I want to make it quite clear at this 
point, however, that my vote for this 
measure was conditioned upon its being 
a temporary tax. I definitely do not in
tend to support any extension of this 
tax after its termination date and I will 
do all in my power to help remove the 
tax when it has served its purpose of 
cooling an overheated economy. 

After careful consideration, then, it 
appears to me that this temporary meas
ure, with all its infirmities, is in the best 
interests of the United States and its 
citizens-particularly, its effect on in
flation-I am going to urge the Presi
dent to be selective in the reduction so 
that we will not be "penny wise and 
pound foolish" on programs to meet the 
social and economic needs of the people. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan. 

REPORT OF CHIEF JUSTICE 
WARREN'S RESIGNATION 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, an un
confirmed report has been circulating 
this morning that Chief Justice Earl 
Warren has submitted his resignation. 

Rumors appeared in print earlier this 
week to the effect that the Chief Justice 
might make such a move so that Presi
dent Johnson could designate the next 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. 

While the report is still only a rumor 
which has not been confirmed or 
denied-and before we know what the 
next development, if any, may be--I 
want to indicate emphatically, as one 
U.S. Senator, that I shall not vote to 
'Confirm an appointment of the next 
Chief Justice by a "lame duck" Presi
dent. 

I hope, if it should become necessary 
to pass on such a question, that a major
ity of my colleagues in the Senate would 
take the same view. 

Under established precedents, the ap
pointment of the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, whether or not it is made 
from among sitting justices, is subject to 
confirmation by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I do not speak from the 
standpoint of a critic of the Supreme 
Court. In fact, I agree with most of the 
Court's decisions. That is not the point. 

The Supreme Court has adjourned for 
the summer, and the people of our Na
tion are about to choose a new Govern
ment in November. 

If a "lame duck" President should 
seek at this stage to appoint the 
leadership of the Supreme Court for 
many years in the future, I believe he 
would be breaking faith with our system, 
and that such a move would be an affront 
to the American people. 

I do not know whether Mr. Johnson, 
in such an event, would appoint a Demo
crat, a Republican, a liberal, a conserva
tive, or a moderate. The point is that 
such an appointment should be made by 
the next President-whether he be a 
Democrat or a Republican-after the 
people have an opportunity to speak in 
November. 

I have no reason to believe that Presi
dent Johnson would take advantage of 
such a situation if, in fact, it should de
velop. I would hope, and expect, that he 
would not seek to deny the people and 
the next President of their appropriate 
voice in such a crucial decision. 

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE CON
TROL ACT OF 1968-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the conference report on the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support 
this measure because: 

First, without it we could not possibly 
accommodate within the existing budget 
the heavy expenditures that are and will 
be necessary to finance high-priority 

domestic programs to alleviate the 
causes of po.verty in this Nation; and 

Second, it is an essential step to bring 
our fiscal situation under control and 
to assure .continued confidence at home 
and abroad in the management of the 
American economy, in the U.S. dollar. 

I would have preferred a cut in non
essential expenditures after a compre
hensive review of our national priorities. 
This the administration failed to do. Dur
ing Senate debate on this measure the 
Senate refused to agree to an amendment 
I proposed which would have specifically 
exempted certain essential domestic pro
grams from the proposed spending cuts. 

This measure will raise an estimated 
$14 billion in new revenue in fiscal year 
1969 and at the same time reduce $6 bil
lion in fiscal year 1969 spending. Even 
with the enactment of this measure the 
deficit in the 1968 budget is expected to 
remain $20 billion and $10 billion in the 
current fiscal year. 

Interest rates are the highest in 100 
years which is hurting our consumers 
through higher credit payments and 
higher mortgage costs. The Treasury's 
heavy borrowing operations to finance 
this deficit is · causing a credit squeeze, 
despite continued ease in the Federal 
Reserve Board's monetary operations. 
Prices are rising by more than 4 percent. 

It will be up to Congress as well as to 
the President to insure that the cuts 
are concentrated on those programs not 
directly related to the most urgent do
mestic problems. 

There is nothing in this conference 
report that requires expenditure cuts in 
any particular program and there is no 
reason to believe these cuts would come 
from the area of essential domestic pro
grams. On the one hand we have the as
surances of the President that these cuts 
will not come from these areas. Second 
we have the assurances of Chairman 
WILBUR MILLS that the proposed expend
iture cuts will not come from this area. 
Third those of us in the Congress with 
a lifetime concern for the disadvantaged 
will certainly do our part that this will 
not happen. Finally, and most impor
tantly, the aroused conscience of this 
Nation cannot permit it in this unprec
edented election year. 

There is room in the 'fiscal year 1969 
budget to accommodate a $6 billion ex
penditure cut, without cuts having to be 
made in essential programs in the field 
of health, education, and welfare. The 
conferees exempted from reductions 
only $84 billion of the President's $186.1 
billion budget. The remaining $102 bil
lion is at least legally available for re
duction, including the $54 billion in the 
Defense budget not devoted to Vietnam; 
the $7 billion agricultural program; the 
$4.6 billion space program; and the $351 
million for the SST, and so on. 

There are those who say that if the 
war in Vietnam could be ended tomor
row the need for this measure would 
disappear. Unfortunately, the war is still 
with us and the b1lls must be paid until 
it can be brought to an end through a 
negotiated settlement. Moreover, even 
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when the war will be over-and I hope 
and pray it will be soon-the pressing 
domestic and international responsibili
ties we face will require substantial Fed
eral revenues and expenditures. · 

Enactment of this measure will do 
much to strengthen .the international 
position of the dollar. It will dampen 
demand for imports, which in March, 
for the first time in the postwar period, 
exceeded our exports. It will reassure 
those abroad who hold close to $33 bil
lion in short-term claims against us that 
the value of their claims will not be 
eroded through infiation. It will reas
sure the international financial com
munity that the management of the 
American economy is in responsible 
hands. 

I am pleased that the conference re
port contains my amendment which re
quires that not later than December 31, 
1968, the President is to submit to the 
Congress proposals for a comprehensive 
reform of the Internal Revenue Code. 
This is an important victory for the 
American people. At a time when they 
are asked to undertake new tax burdens, 
they are assured that Congress will 
within 6 months have before it pro
posals which will do away with many 
inequities in the present tax code, and 
spread more evenly the burden of heavy 
taxes among the American taxpayers. 
There are many areas ripe for reform 
and at the appropriate time I will make 
specific proposals of my own. 

This measure contains another set of· 
amendments which, like the expenditure 
cut, very directly affects our antipoverty 
efforts. As the Senate will remember, we 
passed last year as part of the amend
ments to the Social Security Act a group 
of amendments which, in my view, set 
the welfare system back by several dec
ades in terms of policy and administra
tion. Two of the most serious of those 
amendments were first, the freeze on the 
level of payments made to States under 
the aid for families with dependent chil
dren program; and, second, the require
ment that payments to fathers under 
the AFDC-unemployed parent program 
could not be made unless the father had 
a certain period of attachment to the 
labor force. The effect of these provisions 
is not really to force more persons into 
gainful employment, as some Members 
of the Congress apparently thought, but 
is rather to shift the burden of steadily 
mounting relief costs wholly onto the 
States and localities. 

The bill before us improves somewhat 
on those previous amendments by post
poning the effect of the freeze until 
July 1, 1969, and by barring a family 
from receiving AFDC only as to those 
weeks when the parent receives unem
ployment compensation. But this is only 
postponing the effect of bad legislation 
rather than curing the problem which 
the Congress itself created. And these 
postponements, while welcome, are not 
enough, for the States and localities are 
even now gearing up for the impact of 
the freeze, and many have already begun 
to trim the welfare rolls and deny vital 
assistance to new applicants. We badly 
need a thorough overhaul of the en
tire public assistance system, and I am 
hopeful that with the report of the 
Heineman Commission the Congress can 

next year make major progress on this 
urgent task. 

This bill also contains a technical 
amendment to the title 19 of the med
icaid program, which would delay the 
effect of one aspect of the changes made 
in that program last -year, that is, the 
provisions allowing States to buy into 
part B of medicare. The Congress may 
quite properly seek to coordinate those 
changes with other Federal require
ments; however, the medicaid amend
ment in this bill does not change nor does 
it delay the major impact of last year's 
bill on state medical assistance programs. 
It grants no relief to those States which 
enacted broad and comprehensive pro
grams on the basis of earlier Federal leg
islation. These States have been forced 
to cut those programs back in compli
ance with severely limited standards for 
Federal matching funds. Thus, further 
attention to the health care needs of the 
"medically indigent" is urgently required. 

I want to express my concern over the 
provisions in the conference report deal
ing with industrial development bonds. I 
supported the amendment sponsored by 
Senator RIBICOFF when it came before 
the Senate because I have long felt that 
many of these bonds have been used to 
pirate industry out of my State and as 
leverage against unions seeking to orga
nize. Yet, I did caution the Senate at 
that time that in dealing with a specific 
problem, we must be careful not to use 
such a broad brush so as to invalidate 
some of the most important State and · 
local economic and social programs which 
use bonds to raise capital. When the 
problems concerning the New York State 
Dormitory Authority and the Job Devel
opment Authority were brought to my 
attention during the debate on the Ribi
coff amendment, I immediately obtained 
from the Treasury Department an opin
ion stating that the tax-exempt status 
of both the dormitory and the Job De
velopment Authority would not be im
paired by the passing of the Ribicoff 
amendment. 

In addition, I sought and am pleased 
to note the inclusion of an exemption for 
residential housing which will materially 
assist the continued effectiveness of the 
New Yo.rk Urban Development Corpo
ration. 

I am still concerned about some of 
these activities which are carried out by 
the State of New York. I note that Chair
man MILLS yesterday said he would hold 
hearings on this industrial bond question 
as soon as the various Governors came 
up with a specific plan. I hope that will 
be prompt. I feel quite certain that Gov
ernor Rockefeller will urge his fellow 
Governors to act as soon as possible so 
as to protect some of our State's pro
grams financed through tax-exempt 
bonds. 

In the meantime, at the request of 
Governor Rockefeller, I shall soon in
troduce a proposal to amend section 103 
of the Internal Revenue Code to provide 
exemptions for bonds such as those to fi-
nance the building and rehabilitation of 
blighted urban areas. 

Not by any means will we have solved 
our fiscal problems with passage of this 
bill. In addition to reforming our tax 
code we must undertake a fundamental 
reassessment of our national priorities as 

the first order of business 1n the next 
session of Congress. 

If the new administration will not un
dertake it then Congress should appoint 
an independent commission on national 
goals. 

We must then streamline the opera
tion of the executive branch with the aid 
of a Hoover-type commission. 

There is an urgent need for some form 
of revenue sharing between the Federal 
Government and State and local gov
ernments. 

Consideration should be given to mini
mizing politics in the determination of 
fiscal policy just as we minimized politics 
in the area of monetary policy by setting 
up the Federal Reserve Board. 

Time for action on the economic and 
fiscal front is now. The alternative is in
ftaJtion followed by a recession lest we 
are willing to impose wage and price 
controls on the American economy. I, 
for one, do not wish to contemplate this 
course of action and will vote for this 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to comment on one point 
raised by the senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITS]. I understand there is 
no question under the conference report 
as to the tax-exempt status of the New 
York State Dormitory Authority, at least 
as we understand how it is now operat
ing. I must say, however, that the con
ference report on the industrial bonds 
differs from the Ribicoff amendment with 
respect to which the Treasury letter, re
ferred to by the Senator, was written. I 
can give no assurance as to the tax-ex
empt status of the Job Development Au
thority, especially as to its leasing or 
selling of industrial plants or commercial 
properties. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter addressed to me from the Secretary 
of the Treasury concerning the transi
tion to the new withholding level. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, June 19, 1968. 

Hon. GEORGE A. SMATHERS, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Small Busi

ness, U.S. Senate, New Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: You have asked for 
my opinion as to whether any steps might be 
taken to ease the transition for small busi
ness to the new withholding level required 
to implement the 10 percent surcharge con
tained in H.R. 15414. 

The bill states that the new withholding 
shall go into effect with respect to wages 
paid after the 15th day after the date of 
enactment of the bill. To accomplish this, 
businesses must change their payroll pro
cedures in order that withholding may be 
calculated at the new level. Many small 
businesses use withholding tables as the 
basis for the calculations of the amounts 
to be withheld. Others use machine pro
grams, which will have to be changed to the 
new withholding rates. The Internal Revenue 
Service has prepared the necessary new with
holding rates and tables and is ready t.o mail 
them to all employers as soon as the Con
gress has given its approval to this measure. 

In view of the President's statement that 
he would sign this measure 1! approved by 
the Congress, small businesses, as well as 
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other businesses, could commence to change 
over their payroll procedures as soon as they 
have the necessary information. 0onse:. 
quently, it is important that they have these 
new rates and tables as early as possible. 

In this light, if the Conference Report is 
approved in the House on Thursday of this 
week, then if the Senate were also to approve 
t hat Report on either Thursday or Friday, 
such approval would enable the Internal 
Revenue Service to mail immediately the 
necessary information. Businesses would 
thus have this information by Monday morn
ing and could commence at once to start 
the changeover of their payroll procedures. 
The weekend could thus be used to absorb 
the necessary mailing time, so that there 
would be no delay in business days in get
ting at once to the task of effectuating the 
new withholding level. This procedure would 
thus facilitate a prompt implementation of 
the new withholding level. 

I believe that this step, which combines 
both a minimum time between Congressional 
approval and the new withholding and as 
much lead time as possible for employers, 
will be of considerable help to small busi
nesses generally. I therefore believe it is a 
factor to be taken into consideration in the 
scheduling of this measure in the Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY H. FOWLER. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the Sen
ate will soon be privileged to vote upon 
a conference report that, in my opinion, 
is not a panacea for all of our domestic 
and international monetary problems, 
but I personally believe it is absolutely 
essential that we have this legislation 
and that we take affi.rmative action upon 
it now. 

It will have some rather serious eco
nomic consequences in our own Nation. 
It will have helpful consequences, I hope, 
in the field of our international relaitions 
with every country on the globe. 

I take 1 miriute of my few minutes to 
pay tribute to the many who are entitled 
to credit for the action that we will be 
privileged to take soon on a tax bill. 

I think it can be said that there were 
indications early this year that it would 
be impossible to pass a tax bill this year. 
There were indications that we could not 
get together as Members of Congress and 
that the President himself had some dif
ferent Ideas on the legislation than Con
gress had. 

The President earlier had recom
mended a 10-percent surtax. The House 
Ways and Means Committee, I think we 
can state accurately, refused to act be
cause they insisted on a substantial re
duction in Federal expenditures before 
they would consider a tax bill. 

It looked impossible at the beginning 
of this year to get a tax bill. The House 
Ways and Means Committee did send 
over to the Senate a bill to extend the 
excise taxes on automobiles and com
munications services. That bill was re
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and 
our chairman, the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG J, held hear;. 
ings on the measure. We reported the 
bill to the Senate and, for the .first time 
in my 30 years of service in Congress, 
the Senate added a completely new tax 
bill to a House-passed bill .. In the final 
analysis, we received concurrence from 
the House of Representatives yesterday 
on that matter. This 1s the first time I 
have seen such a situation develop. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARL.'30N. I do not have much 
time, but I am pleased to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. · GORE. Mr. President, the able 
Senator from Kansas has made a note
worthy observation. 

There was a time when the Senate 
played a very minor role in the enact
ment of tax legislation. The role of the 
Senate has been increasing in impor
tance. In this instance, the tax bill was 
virtually written on the floor of the Sen
ate. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I appre
ciate very much the remarks of the Sen
ator. That is exactly what I am trying to 
stress at the present time. 

It should be stated that when the bill 
came before the Senate on the extension 
of the excise taxes on automobiles and 
communications services, the distin
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] and the distinguished Sena
tor from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], who 
had prepared a tax bill dealing not only 
with an increase in surtax but also with 
a substantial reduction in Federal ex
penditures and a reduction in Federal 
personnel, offered their measure as an 
amendment on the floor of the Senate. 
That amendment was agreed to by a 
vote of 57 to 31. 

I pay my respects to both of these dis
tinguished Senators for their determina
tion to secure action in an effort to 
strengthen the fiscal structure of the 
Nation. 

I think it was absolutely essential that 
such action be taken. For a time it looked 
as though it would be impossible to tell 
the world that we in America had finally 
reached the conclusion that we would 
take action to stabilize and expand the 
value of the dollar in the world and 
strengthen our fiscal economy by coming 
closer to a balanced budget. 

The distinguished Senator from Flor
ida and the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware are entitled to much credit for 
this action. In addition, other Senators 
on both sides of the aisle were involved 
in this battle. 

Mr. President, if it had not been for 
the distinguished Senator from Delaware, 
there would not be a tax bill before the 
Senate today. 

Mr. President, I shall read briefly from 
an article written by Marshall McNeil, a 
Scripps-Howard staff writer. The article 
is entitled "The Tenacious Senator WIL
LIAMs-Spending Cut Owed to One Man." 

The Senator from Delaware would not 
agree with that statement, but I think 
that the statement ought to be made a 
part of the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized for an 
additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON, Mr. President, the ar
ticle reads in part: 

It's a good thing for a senator to have guts. 
But in the law-making process he must also 
be tenaciou8. 

-$en. John J. W1lliams or Deiaware 1s load
ed with tenacity. He hat shown his political 

courage time and again fighting federal ex
travagance and waste, petty and major chis
eling, and lapses in government ethics. 

It was these two qualities of courage and 
tenacity that caused the President Thursday 
to say: "Yes!" 

The question put to the Prooident in his 
press conference at the Texas. ranch was:
Would he sign a bill that linked a $6 billioi::t 
budget cut to the 10 per cent income tax in
crease his adminittration has been seeking 
unsuccessfully for more than a year? The 
President said: "Yes!" 

Thus Williams won what can be considered 
the biggest battle of his career, a victory 
which-unless our whole economy unravels
will protect the foundation of the dollar and 
curb the speeding inflation that's penalizing 
everyone. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE TENACIOUS SENATOR WILLIAMS-SPEND

ING CtJT OWED TO 01'E MAN 
(By Marshall McNeil) 

WASHINGTON.-lt's a good thing for a sen
ator to have guts. But in the law-making 
process he must also be tenacious. 

-Sen. John J. Williams of Delaware is loaded 
with tenacity. He has shown his political 
courage time and again fighting federal ex
travagance and waste, petty and major chis
eling, and lap5es in government ethics. 

It was these two qualities of courage and 
tenacity that caused the President Thursday 
to say: "Yes!" 

The question put to the President in his 
press conference at the Texas ranch was: 
Would he sign a bill that linked a $6 billion 
budget cut to the 10 per cent income tax 
increase his administration has been seeking 
unsuccessfully for more than a year? The 
President said: "Yes!" 

Thus Williams won what can be considered 
the biggoot battle of his career, a victory 
which-unless our whole economy unravels
will protect the foundation of the dollar and 
curb the speeding inflation that's penalizlng 
everyone. 

Washington was a sorry sight early this 
Spring. The administration demanded a. 10 
per cent tax increase. The House Ways and 
Means Committee, where such a law mutt 
originate, refused to move until the White 
House came through with firm promises of 
substantial cuts in government spending. 
The White House stood fast by what it called 
its "tight" budget. 

This stalemate threatened our whole na
tional fiscal posture. The dollar was running 
into trouble here and abroad; the Treasury 
deficit was rising toward record levels. 

Then the Ways and Means Committee ap
proved and the House passed a bill extend
ing excise taxes on autos and communica:.. 
tions services. The bill went to the Senate, 
was cleared by the Finance Committee and 
reached the floor. 

There Williams, a Republican, moved in 
where Democratic leaders feared, or refused, 
to tread. While others cried for economy and 
higher taxes, Willia.ms oifered an amendment 
to the excise tax b111 to achieve those very 
things, very specifically. His amendment 
called for a $6 billion cut in spending and 
a 10 per cent income tax increase. Sen. 
George Smathers (D., Fla.) cosponsored the 
amendment. 

Last April 2, the Senate approved that 
amendment, 53 to 35, with most of President 
Johnson's Democrats opposing and most of 
Williams' Republican colleagues approving. 

The administration's fight against so deep 
a . budget cut then began. The President 
wanted only a $4 billion cut, or less. His 
men in Virtually every department began to 
tell tales about how this service or that, 
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this project or the other, would be kiUed or 
badly maimed if government spending were 
cut $6 billion. 

Every few days the tenacious Williams got 
to his feet in the Senate, and in his unlikely 
low-pitched, sometimes squeaky, voice com
plained. The President said he wanted a tax 
increase? Well, the Senate had approved it. 
The House wanted a spending cut? Well, the 
Senate had ordered a cut. All the adminis
tration had to do was to put the heat on its 
own party members in the House and the 
tax increase and the budget cut would be
come law. House and Senate conferees met 
on the issues, but the stalemate continued. 

Then, prodded by another Floridian, Dem
ocratic Rep. Sydney Herlong the Ways and 
Means Committee instructed its conferees 
to accept the Senate proposal. This was done. 
But still the administration clamored 
against so deeply reducing government 
spending. 

Last Wednesday the House was given a 
chance to say whether it wanted spending 
cut only $4 billion. By a vote of 259 ~ 131, 
again with most Republicans on the side 
of the deeper cut, and most of the Demo
crats against it, the House spoke its mind. 
It said $4 billion wasn't enough. 

It may never have had this chance if it 
hadn't been for Williams' guts and tenacity. 
He was the man who laid the issue squarely 
before Congress. And before President 
Johnson. 

So, yesterday, the big question was: Would 
the President relinquish his fight for a 
budget cut of only about $4 billion, and 
accept the $6 billion cut to get his tax in
crease? 

The President, reluctantly, said: "Yes." 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR PELL TODAY 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia for a unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that im
mediately following the vote on the con
ference report, the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL] be recognized for a 
period not to exceed 1 hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE CON
TROL ACT OF 1968-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the conference report on the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished mi
nority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois is recognized for 1 
minUJte. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when 
the pending measure was before the Sen
ate, the impressive vote by which it was 
passed certainly re:fiected the Senate's 
sense of fiscal responsibility. 

As has been indicated, we are deeply 
indebted to the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] and the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] for keeping this matter con
stantly before the committee and before 
the House and before the Senate until it 
eventuated in the action that brings the 
measure here today. 

I am rather proud of this body, and I 
am proud of the Senator from Delaware 

and the Senator from Florida for the job 
they did. 

I am speaking as a member of the 
Senate Committee on Finance, and I 
know what a dimcult undertaking it was. 
And I know also the obstacles and im-

_pediments that were ' encountered. How
ever, it finally eventuated in a complete 
result. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield 
one-half minute to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware is recognized for 
one-half minute. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I thank the Senator from Illinois, 
the Senator from Kansas, and the other 
Senators for thei:' kind remarks. How
ever, I am sure that the Senator from 
Florida will agree that we could not have 
succeeded if we had not received co
operation in our efforts from many Sen
ators on both sides of the aisle. 

Likewise, I wish to join the Senator 
from Florida in paying respects to Dr. 
Woodworth and other members of the' 
staff. Their services were invaluable. 

,Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen
ato!'. from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I propose to 
vote for the Revenue and Expenditure 
Control Ac·t of 1968, and I hope it will 
pass. 

Early last November, in the closing 
days of the first session of the 90th Con
gress, I took this floor to ask my col
leagues to defer adjournment until we 
completed a full debate on the need for, 
and the obligation of, a surtax. I felt 
confident that any sustained discussion 
on this important public policy issue 
would lead to the conclusion that Con
gress should act, and act immediately. 
We did not debate, of course, and we are 
not taking final action until today-some 
7 long months later. 

At the time I first spoke, many op
ponents of the bill doubted that failure 
to act would bring serious consequences. 
I could not agree--! felt the consequences 
would be severe and predicted a number 
of them. All have proved correct in one 
degree or another. The consequence 
which I most feared, because it would 
most directly affect the people, was in
flation. As we now know, the cost of liv
ing has risen about 2 percent since last 
November. It is no coincidence, that the 
2 percent of personal income which has 
been eaten up in inflation since that 
date-or about $12.8 billion-is a little 
more than the $11 billion surtax will cost 
the taxpayer. It was a sound forecast, 
and one which I made, that the surtax 
would cost the average citizen less than 
the increase in the cost of living which 
would result without it. 

It is incredible to me that the other 
body could have held up a surtax bill 
for so many months. The case for a sur-
tax has become more insistent with each 
passing day. The Senate had to resort 
to attaching an amendment to the excise 
tax bill to get action-taking the initia
tive away from the House where tax 
measures are supposed to originate. 

The Senate had also to take the initia-

tive on the $6 billion spending cut which 
the bill contains, in order to get a tax
spending package. So in th!s respect, the 
Senate had also to initiate action which 
the House could have initiated, since it 
acts first on appropriation bills. 

It is with some reluctance that I sup
port a $6 billion cut in expenditures in 
fiscal 1968, because I know how dimcult 
it is going to be to make a slash of this 
magnitude without hurting essential 
Federal operations, but I am trusting 
that we can make these cuts without 
damaging our economy, without gener
ating more social unrest and without 
emasculating important programs and 
projects. 
. There is one aspect of the delay in 
enacting this surtax which I find heart
ening. Many, many more of our citizens 
have come to realize that a surtax is es
sential, and to support it. At the time 
I first spoke out on the Senate :floor, I 
had received only a half dozen letters 
from people who read the economic sig
nals clearly enough to be willing to pay 
more taxes, but now I am receiving 
dozens of letters from constituents who 
know this bill must be passed, and are 
willing to dig down in their pockets for 
more money to pay for it. 

I am heartened, too, by relief with 
which economists and other govern
ments around the world are greeting 
this evidence of fiscal restraint in the 
United States. If we had taken action 
earlier, perhaps we could have prevented 
the dollar crisis which occurred earlier 
this spring. Certainly what we are doing 
here today should provide greater pro
tection for the dollar in the future. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator for yielding. 

I add my voice to the others in praise 
of the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS], and the distin
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] for the leadership they have 
shown. 

A tax increase and a reduction in 
spending will be painful. However, we 
owe it to the future of the United States 
to enact this measure. We owe it to our 
children and to our grandchildren. It is 
absolutely necessary that we set our 
financial house in order to keep faith 
both at home and abroad. I hope that 
out of this situation will come a deter
mination to reduce the size of the Fed
eral Government. 

We are spread too far, with too many 
programs-not only abroad, but als0 at 
home. I hope that we can soon return to 
a government restricted to those things 
that are properly the functions of the 
Federal Government. 

I am happy for the gains we made on 
the industrial bond issue. The Congress 
retained the ·right to legislate. We turned 
back the efforts of the Treasury Depart
ment to enact tax laws. It is my hope 
that the $1 million limit on tax;.free 
issues of industrial bonds can soon be 
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materially increased. The Stat.es in
volved are entitled to a hearing on this 
issue. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, the Senate is asked today to 
accept the conference report on 1egisla
tion to increase ·taxes and cut Federal 
spending. These measures have been ad
vocated by economists, administration 
spokesmen, and tax strategists. There 
seems to be general agreement that some 
kind of tax increase is necessary, and 
that some degree of spending reduction 
is going to be required to make the tax 
increase acceptable. . 

These are not popular actions, but they 
will be more than unpopular-they will 
be catastrophic-if we allow spending 
cuts to infringe on vital domestic pro
grams. A conference report urging $6 
billion in cuts seems to me to threaten 
the existence of programs only recently 
begun, and only lately successful. 

When this measure was originally con
sidered by the Senate, I opposed the cuts 
in domestic spending proposed and urged 
a reorientation of priorities. Today, I 
wish to further expound on this theme. 

President Johnson's 1969 budget is a 
tight budget. There are no extravagant 
domestic expenditures; there is little or
namentation. Today we are a nation of 
200 million people. By the year 2000 we 
will be 300 million. And we are charged 
with the responsibilities and opportu
nities we face today, cannot expect the 
Federal budget to remain static. It must 
grow, and as it grows, it must reflect the 
needs of the people. 

A $6 billion spending cut, trims about 
3 percent from the fiscal 1969 budget, 
or about $3 from every hundred. A $4 
billion cut could have reduced this to 
about 2 percent. I think most of us rec
ognize that the difference is drastic, par
ticularly at a time when we need to do 
so much to mend the fa bric of our 
society. 

The acceptance of any spending cut 
should require much care about where 
spending is reduced. The Bureau of the 
Budget has described the present "tight 
budgeting" as "a rigorous application of 
priorities." We have all heard the talk 
about national priorities, and now seems 
to be an appropriate time to establish 
some priority programs which must 
not-absolutely must not-be cut. 

Some programs and activities which I 
believe to be most in need of con
tinued full funding include ongoing pro
grams of direct Federal assistance to the 
Nation's poor: these include Office of 
Economic Opportunity programs, labor 
and manpower development and train
ing, school food programs, direct wel
fare payments; elementary and secon
dary education; higher education; 
teacher training; veterans' education 
programs; business and economic devel
opment in low-income urban areas; ur
ban renewal, community development, 
model cities; housing programs; food for 
peace; Agency for International Develop
ment; and air and water pollution con
trol program. 

These are the Federal programs that 
have promise for an immediate, identi
fiable. return on the investment. These 
are the programs that represent our 
"outreach" toward the victims of pollu
tion and congestion and blight. These are 

the steps we said we would take after important social legislation and a costly 
Watts, after Newark, after Detroit-and war at the same time. The point is that 
after we looked deep into the troubled we must pay for them, or risk budgetary 
heart of America. disaster. . 

These are minimums. In a tight For the average American consumer, 
budget, all programs and all activities a huge deficit and an overheated econ
re:tlect some trimming; but what I sug-:" omy mean one thing: inflation. Unless 
gest in some programs should suffer no · we pass this tax measure today, we en
more cuts, or any kind, for any reason. danger the economic welfare of every 
Let us do it in the name of priorities, or American who must depend on a fixed 
let us do it in the name of economy, but income, and even those with more :flexible 
let us be clear about this: we must honor incomes could be sucked into an in:tla
our commitment to Americans in need tionary spiral the likes of which this Na-
of help. tion has never seen. 

Additionally, I want to urge the budg- For the prospective homeowner and 
eteers to seek ways to trim demonstra- credit buyer, a failure to enact a tax sur
tion programs, personnel additions, and charge will mean a continuation of high 
administrative costs. Let us focus the interest rates and, in all probability, a 
power of the Federal budget on the do- trend toward even steeper rates. Finan
ing-and less on the demonstrating and cial institutions, for example, have 
conferring. warned of a possibility of 8 percent in-

Priorities, indeed, are called for-today. terest on prime loans, to be followed by 
We have budgeted more money for am- a complete credit collapse. 
munition for the U.S. Army than for low- Unless something is done to cool off 
income public housing. We have planned the economy, we run the risk of pricing 
to spend more for migratory bird refuges our goods and services completely out of 
than for health services for migrant agri- the world market, thereby throwing the 
culture workers. Somewhere in the international payments account into an 
scheme of things, the Congress must de- even heavier imbalance. This spring, for 
clare that it values human growth and the first time in many years, our inter
human progress above all else. national trade account showed an un-

Mr. President, very reluctantly and favorable balance, and this unfortunate 
with considerable misgiving, I am going development could continue unless we 
to vote for the adoption of the confer- sell more abroad. Needless to say, we 
ence report. But in doing so, I strongly will not be able to sell if our prices 
urge that the utmost consideration be are too high, and nothing pushes 
given to a system of priorities in line prices up faster thaµ runaway inflation. 
with my previous comments. One of the most serious consequences 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, with of inflation could be another gold rush, 
great reluctance, I have decided to cast a development which this time would 
my vote in favor of the tax bill confer- force abandonment of the two-tiered 
ence report. My reluctance stems from price on gold, established only last win
long-standing opposition to a tax in- ter. Already European bankers are con
crease and from the hope that we could cerned about the maintenance of this 
cool off the economy sufficiently by price system, but should we not pass the 
means other than a raise in personal and surcharge as a hedge against inflation, 
corporate income taxes. our inaction might persuade them to re-

Today, I do not think that we real- duce their dollar holdings substantially. 
istically can expect to put our financial With some $32 billion in foreign hands 
house in order without a tax increase. and only $10.5 billion in gold reserves, 
This is not a happy situation, and I we are in no position to encourage an
realize that the citizens of my State will other gold rush. On the contrary, we 
be severely burdened by yet another must persuade the world that we are 
claim on their earnings. serious about halting inflation and in-

Yet, what are the alternatives? We face tend to keep the dollar at its present 
a huge deficit, mounting inflation, ris- value. 
ing interest rates, a critical imbalance Finally, Mr. President, this tax in
on our international payments account, crease can be justified because it is ac
and a very shaky international monetary companied by an absolute guarantee to 
situation. These problems cannot be left reduce Government expenditures by $6 
unsolved, and unpleasant though the job billion. There is no chance whatsoever 
may be, it is we in this Congress who that the additional tax dollars will lead 
must solve them. To turn our backs would to more Government outlays; the Con
be totally irresponsible, all the more so gress has written into this bill a firm 
because in the long run our negligence promise to the American people that this 
would impose a burden on the taxpayer will not happen. 
far in excess of the proposed, modest tax The need for the surcharge derives, of 
increase. course, from the continuation of the 

The situation is one in which we must tragic war in Vietnam. If the war should 
act now to avoid drastic action later. It be scaled down, no increase in revenue 
is a situation which gives a Congress re- would be necessary, and the peace talks 
sponsible for the financial welfare of the in Paris offer some hope that this may 
Nation no choice but to act. actually come about. Let us pray that 

There is even a chance now that our it does. In the meantime, I feel it would 
action will come too late and involve too be wise to review our tax situation 6 
little. It is possible to understand the months after this conference report be
seriousness of the crisis we face by real- comes law. If in 6 months there is any 
izing that even the $15.5 billion more the chance that we can reduce our war ex
tax hike is estimated to bring into the penditures, then we should lift this ad
Treasury will only ·hold the fiscal year 'ditional tax burden. 
1969 deficit. down to about $10· billion. Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I vote 
The point is not that we cannot afford in support of this conference tax bill with 
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great reluctance and misgivings. But I 
do so believing that-on balance-the 
danger of not passing it is the gre~ter. 

I fully support the theory that the 
Federal Government ought to use appro
priately and fully its powers of taxation, 
spending, and control of interest rates to 
spur economic underperf ormance and to 
check economic overheating and infla
tion. My deep concern is not based on 
the tax increase portion of this measure. 

If it were only a question of a tax in
crease, what we really would be talking 
about today is a choice between higher 
taxes on the one hand, and higher inter
est rates and prices on the other. I would 
certainly want to avoid higher interest 
rates and prices, because those conse
quences tend to deprive those sectors of 
our economy which are already starved 
and which do not share equally in our 
economic wealth. They affect poor people 
on fixed or poverty level incomes very 
severely. Higher taxes, on the other hand, 
would not have the same effect because 
the tax burden of the poor is already low, 
and this bill exempts individual taxpay
ers in the two lowest brackets from the 
surcharge. 

I am, however, deeply concerned over 
the provisions for a $6 billion reduc
tion in Federal spending, especially 
with no direction agreed by the Con
gress for itself or the President as to the 
areas in which the reductions are to be 
made. I simply do not believe that cuts 
should be made in any case in the pro
grams we have passed to bring the poor, 
and the deprived, and the hungry into an 
equal share of national opportunity and 
abundance. 

In the last analysis, my vote in sup
port of this bill is a vote of confidence 
in the President. It reflects my belief 
that he will not make any significant re
ductions in programs dealing with pov
erty, civil rights, education, urban as
sistance, pollution, manpower and job 
training, and other hard-won and sore
ly needed social welfare legislation. 

It is my belief that the President is 
firmly committed to these programs, and 
that budget cuts made by him pursuant 
to this bill will be made in nonessential 
and deferrable public works programs, 
military programs, the space program, 
the supersonic transport, and the like. 
For example, the President could def er, 
if the Congress does not, the deployment 
of an anti-ballistic-missile system. 

I am also persuaded that some of the 
other features of this conference report 
deserve support. 

The partial closing of the unjustifiable 
tax loopholes for industrial development 
bonds is a sound first step. 

The deferral of the severe restrictions 
on public assistance and aid for depend
ent children programs is absolutely nec
essary. 

And finally, the bill contains a pro
vision for submission by the President 
to the Congress of proposals for a com
prehensive reform of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954. This is definitely not 
earth shaking. It could be a beginning. 

It is especially relevant now when the 
obvious alternative to a tax increase 
for more revenue is tax reform. 

A system which presently allows-as it 
does-its wealthiest citizens to escape 
taxation or pay only a minimal percent-

age of their incomes in taxes, while the 
majority of wage-earning middle-income 
taxpayers are seriously burdened by their 
tax load, is outrageous. In theory our 
system is progressive; in practice, it is 
not. Statutory tax rates rise from 14 per
cent on incomes under $5,000 to 70 per
cent on those over-$100,000. Actual tax 
rates paid show that a taxpayer earning 
$50,000 or more on the average pays an 
effective rate of only about 25 percent. 

Some escape taxation altogether. In 
1962, three taxpayers with incomes in 
excess of $5 million annually paid no 
Federal income tax. In 1965, 35 taxpay
ers with annual incomes or more than 
half a million dollars paid nothing. We 
have a system riddled with loopholes, de
vices, and gaps which enable the rich to 
throw the tax burden on the middle
income taxpayer. 

This system allows deductions for ex
pense account living for corporation per
sonnel, while the wage-earning individual 
must meet his daily expenses without 
that subsidy. 

Big business is allowed a 7-percent 
credit for new plant investment, and ac
celerated depreciation for rapid tax 
writeoffs. 

Financial institutions such as banks 
and life insurance companies may set up 
huge reserves for losses which provide a 
tax benefit to them. 

In December of last year, Congress 
passed a bill to allow American Motors 
to carry back net operating losses for 5 
years instead of 3 years as allowed by 
present law, in effect giving the company 
a rebate of $20 million. 

I cite these examples for only one 
reason. Such tax relief and loopholes are 
in actual effect Federal subsidies sup
porting assumed public policy objectives. 
My purpose is not to say they are unjus
tified, but rather, that these subsidies 
ought to stand or fall in the same arena 
as farm subsidies, education assistance, 
urban programs, and all of the other 
budgeted expenditures. Their size and 
effect is unfairly masked by inclusion in 
the tax law, since they then do not ap
pear in the Federal budget. 

Mr. Stanley Surrey, Assistant Secre
tary of the Treasury, has suggested that 
tax loopholes and breaks be designated 
as Federal expenditures. This would show 
that tax relief and tax absolution are ac
tually the same as Federal spending-an 
allocation of economic resources for 
specific policy goals. 

Mr. Surrey argues that such a scheme 
would make those who argue for Gov
ernment expenditure cuts, particularly 
businessmen, aware that large Federal 
budgets include, as well, the tax sub
sidies that enable him to stay in busi
ness. For example, the Department of 
the Interior would be required to include 
the oil depletion allowance benefit in its 
"billion dollar budget" as a subsidy sup
porting the oil industry. 

Or tax credits and untaxed industrial 
or municipal development bonds might 
be counted as expenditures by the· Fed
eral Government-paid for by the mid
dle-income taxpayer-to attract new 
business to certain cities. We might even 
reduce Federal spending in such areas 
by allocating by States or cities a certain 
number of dollars in the budget for such 
bond subsidies. 

The day of tax reform-and public 
recognition of tax loopholes as Federal 
subsidies-may not be far distant, We 
bave riots in our cities, 15 million starv
ing and malnourished people in our Na
tion, a Poor Peoples' March, and an eco
nomic pie which gives 20 percent of the 
wealth to 5 percent of the people, and 
gives only 5 percent of the wealth to the 
bottom 20 percent of the people. It is 
time for a change. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, as 
we pass this tax bill, I would like to state 
that I am voting for the bill not because I 
think it is just or an equitable distribu
tion of the financial burden of running 
this country, but because some kind of 
an increase in revenue is an economic 
necessity. I believe that some kind of a 
tax bill is absolutely necessary because 
of the uncertain condition of the U.S. 
budget due to the great drain on the 
Government's fiscal resources caused by 
the war in Southeast Asia. 

During World War II, excess profits 
taxes aided in the financing of our war 
effort. This bill is in stark contrast, as it is 
the individual wage earner who fi
nances the cost of this war, not those 
making vast fortunes and profits out of 
our defense expenditures. It is almost in
conceivable in these times of economic 
difliculty that the Senate of the United 
States would turn down an excess profits 
tax to be levied on those making war for
tunes, but it has happened. The proposal 
of Senator McGOVERN for an excess prof
its tax, for which I voted, received only 
16 votes in this body. Even the Renego
tiation Board established by the Rene
gotiation Act of 1951 has had its au
thority and personnel substantially re
duced-even though they recovered more 
than $800 million through renegotiated 
contracts in the Korean war alone. 

In this war in Southeast Asia, there 
are those who are taking advantage of 
the Federal Government through large 
defense profits. Vice Adm. Hyman G. 
Rickover pointed out in congressional 
testimony that he has seen profits of 
defense contractors rise by 25 percent. 
These profits are taken right out of the 
individual taxpayer's pockets at a time 
when he is contributing more than his 
share in taxes and lives to keep this 
country strong. The average John Q. 
Public is footing the bill for the war, not 
only in blood, but in money. 

I would like to point out that the in
dividual's percentage of the revenue col
lected to run this country has risen from 
41.1 percent in 1967 to 49 percent in 
the 1969 budget. Yet, at the same time, 
corporate contributions have dropped 
from 22.7 percent in 1967 to 20.8 percent 
in this year's budget. And yet, we are 
here today putting an additional sur
tax on the individual. 

For these reasons, I vote for this tax 
bill reluctantly, as an economic neces
sity under the conditions existing in the 
Government and private sectors today. 
I vote for it not because of its fair ap
plication, but because it is the only tax 
bill we have any hope of passing this 
session, at a time when it is an economic 
necessity to raise the tax levies in order 
to pay for our ever-increasing military 
efforts, else the dollar is so weakened 
as to jeopardize our economic strategy. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, when 
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this tax bill was 'before the Senate-nearly 
3 months ago, I offered, on behalf of · 
myself and 67 other Senators, an 
amendment and a plea. The amendment 
was the textile quota amendment and 
the plea was for the jobs of over two mil
lion American workers whose livelihood 
depends on the textile industry. 

In spite of strenuous opposition, the 
Senate refused to turn a deaf ear to 
these workers and the amendment was 
adopted overwhelmingly. 

When the bill reached conference the 
Senate conferees led by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Louisiana were true 
to their charge and they made every 
effort to retain the Senate amendments. 
They fought long and hard and I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank 
them for myself and the textile workers 
of this country. 

But we did not prevail. We were un
able to obtain any help from the House 
conferees---in spite of the fact that 197 
Members of that body had sponsored 
similar legislation. 

We were hopeful at this juncture that 
the administration would live up to past 
pronouncements and help the industry 
obtain the help that even the adminis
tration calls vital. But once again the 
real policy of the Government was af
firmed-a policy of promises, promises. 

Because of the efforts of the Senator 
from Louisiana, I was allowed to appear 
before the conference committee and 
present my case along with Ambassador 
Roth who spoke for the administration. 

Mr. President, the Grimm brothers 
would have been hard put to conjure up 
a stranger encounter. 

I spoke of job loss. 
I spoke of declining profits. 
I spoke of money not invested. 
I spoke of facilities being built over

seas. 
As my source I quoted the Department 

of Commerce Textile Economics Bureau, 
the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, the FTC-SEC Quar
terly Financial Reports, the U.S. Depart
ment of Labor, Division of Foreign Com
merce Conditions. 

Ambassador Roth spoke of a light at 
the end of the tunnel and prosperity that 
was just around the corner. He talked 
of a booming economy that would soon 
affect the textile industry. And he quoted 
Nations Business, Women's Wear Daily, 
and prospectus' issued by companies try
ing to sell stock. 

The entire presentation was ludi
crous---but then so is the administra
tion's trade policy. 

Less than a month ago on May 28, the 
President sent to the Hill his trade mes
sage. In it he said: 

At the present time, proposals pending 
before the Congress would impose quotas or 
other trade restrtctions on the imports of 
over twenty industries. 

. . . In a world of expanding trade, such 
restrictions would be self-defeating. Under 
international rules of trade, a nation restricts 
imports only at the risk of its own exports. 
Restriction begets restriction. 

. . . In reality, "protectionist" measures do 
not protect any of us. 

. . . Our policy of I.iberal trade has served 
this nation well. It will continue to advance 
our interests in the future. 

On June 10, just 13 days later, the 
President, by proclamation, acted to 
place a quota on certain dairy products. 
The tariff commission had not acted
their investigation was still underway. 
Congress had not acted-indeed the .3cn
ate had defeated milk quotas immedi
ately after they had overwhelmingly 
passed textile quotas. And only 13 days 
had passed since the President said that 
our policy of liberal trade would continue 
to advance our interest in the future. 

Now, Mr. President, this is not sour 
grapes. The dairy industry has a prob
lem-I have supported them in their 
efforts to obtain relief and I am glad 
that it was forthcoming. 

However, the fact remains that the 
problems of the textile industry are long 
standing-they are provable beyond 
question by Government gathered fig
ures---and a legislative solution has the 
endorsement of at least 265 Members of 
Congress. All we ask, Mr. President, is 
that the American businessman and the 
American workers be shown the same 
consideration we show their foreign 
counterparts. 

Mr. President, 6 weeks ago I was forced 
to carry to the 210,000 textile workers 
that hold 70 percent of the jobs in my 
State the message that the job assurance 
they had sought so long would not be 
forthcoming. 

Today I am asked to carry them a new 
and equally apalling message. I am asked 
to explain to these workers why the Gov
ernment cannot manage its own fiscal 
affairs in the way in which every house
holder is required to manage his. 

I am asked to explain why Government 
ls not able to differentiate between the 
desirable and the necessary and why the 
Federal Government refused to cut back 
spending when it first became necessary. 

Now the taxpayers of America are 
going to be asked to dip into their al
ready depleted pockets to ante up the 
difference in Uncle Sam's income and 
outgo and I am going to have to tell the 
textile workers in South Carolina that 
the excuse the Government is using is 
that the economy is "overheated" and 
needs to be "cooled off." 

Mr. President, the textile workers' 
economy is already "cooled off." He faces 
the hard, cold reality of layoffs, unpaid 
vacations, shorter work weeks, and a 
lighter paycheck. 

I do not intend to ask him to assume 
more responsibility when the Govern
ment apparently ignores its responsi
bility. 

For these reasons I intend to vote 
against the income tax surcharge con
ference report and I urge every other 
Member of this body to do so. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, in April, 
after a good bit of effort, the Senate 
passed H.R. 15414 to ameliorate our 
Nation's fiscal problems by both cutting 
Federal spending and increasing Federal 
taxes. Though the Senate-House con
ferees made some changes in the original 
Senate-passed bill, this legislation re
tains its most important aspect: substan
tial reductioru; in the expenditures 
scheduled by the Federal Government 
during fiscal year 19£9. Our presenit 

Federal financial dilemma requires that 
we do all that we possibly can to correct 
our Nation's financial ills. Latest esti
mates of the Federal budget indicate 
that we shall have a mammoth defiGit of 
perhaps $19.8 billion during the current 
fiscal year-the largest such deficit we 
have had since the years of World War 
II. The need to close the huge gap be
tween Federal income and output is 
paramount, and this legislation at least 
represents a step in the right direction. 

The Revenue and Expenditure Control 
Act of 1968 as approved by the confer
ence committee contains some important 
revisions. It was agreed, with respect to 
permanent full-time civilian employees 
in the executive branch, that one vacan
cy in four in each department or agency 
is not to be filled until such time as the 
overall number of employees reaches the 
level of June 30, 1966. Hopefully, of 
course, any needed manPQwer needs can 
be met while substantially reducing any 
sinecures or oversta:ffing. 

I am pleased that the conference com
mittee approved without change what I 
consider the most important provision of 
the bill: the limitation of expenditures 
for fiscal 1969 to $180.1 billion. This rep
resents a $6 billion across-the-board cut. 
Some important limitations in such re
ductions apply to expenditures for spe
cial support of Vietnam operations, in
terest payments on the debt, veterans' 
benefit payments, and payments from 
trust funds established by the Social Se
curity Act. 

However, in several areas of higher 
priority, I believe that it may be neces
sary to def er some reductions. · Certainly 
our Vietnam commitments must remain 
firm. We must move carefully in the area 
of necessary veterans' benefits, for it is 
my understanding that the Veterans' 
Administration may well lose some 
3,000 employees in the critical area of 
nurses and VA hospital aides. Clearly, 
the Veterans' Administration will be 
hard pressed to stand such a shortage. I 
presume the administration will exercise 
some insight and judgment in such cases. 

I am, of course, pleased that the Sen
ate-House conferees retained the pro
vision for reduction of new obligational 
and loan authority for the fiscal year 
1969 by some $10 billion. This represents 
a cut from $201.7 billion proposed in the 
budget to $191.7 billion. 

Mr. President, I believe that cuts in 
excessive welfare spending in some areas 
was wisely retained by the conferees, as 
was a provision calling fOll' a comprehen
sive re:orm of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954. 

Mr. President, as much as we all de
plcre the imposition of higher taxes, I 
believe that the 10-percent tax surcharge 
must be temporarily imposed if we are to 
return to a course of fiscal responsibility 
and to restore foreign confidence in the 
dollar. As of March 1968, our gross pub
lic debt had climbed to $351 billion. We 
must move with haste t;o correct this 
situation. 

Such an enormous public debt and 
wanton Federal spending can only lend 
to the mounting spiral of inflation which 
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threat.ens to undermine the stability and 
strength of the U.S. dollar. In:flation, of 
course, falls with particular severity 
upon low-income individuals and the 
aged on fixed incomes who find that 
their dollars buy less and less of the 
necessities of life. 

Mr. President, I support the conferees' 
action on H.R. 15414, for this important 
piece of legislation should demonstrat.e 
to the world and to ourselves that we, 
too, a.re willing to tight.en our belts and 
to make what.ever sacrifices may be nec
essary to bring great.er stability to our 
national economy and to the interna
tional monetary syst.em, which is of 
course in our own best interests. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has before it legislation that would 
impose a 10-percent surcharge on indi
vidual and corporate income taxes, re
quire a $10 billion reduction in projected 
fiscal 1969 appropriations, and require 
a $6 billion reduction in fiscal 1969 
spending. In addition, the bill would re
quire a $6 billion reduction in fiscal 1969 
spending. 

Our country is facing one of the most 
diffi.cult times in its history. 'Tile vio
lence and disorder in our society, the 
problems of our cities and the war in 
Vietnam and our obligations around the 
world impose a heavy burden on our 
resources. 

The deficit in the ·administrative 
budget for fiscal year 1968 will appar
ently be $28 billion while the deficit in 
the unified budget for the same year will 
be $25 billion. In the absence of a tax in
crease and budget cuts, tt is estimated 
that the administrative budget deficit 
for 1969 would be around $31.3 billion 
and the unified budget deficit would be 
approximately $24 billion. 

'Tile impact on our economy of our 
current policies has become more obvious 
and damaging in recent months. In the 
first quarter of 1968, the gross national 
product increase was $19.4 billion, the 
largest quarterly increase that we have 
ever had. However, it is estimated that 50 
percent of this increase is due to infia

. tion. In April, prices rose by 4.1 percent 
on an annual basis, the highest monthly 
increase since the Congress began con
sidering a tax increase, and wage costs 
outstripped the fucrease in productivity 
during the first quarter of the year. 

'Tile burden of this inflation will be 
felt by millions of our people, and the 
cruelest blow will be on those who can 
least afford it--the poor, the infirm, and 
those living on fixed incomes. 

'Tile strain on the money market of 
financing the Federal deficit and the pol
icies of credit restraint imposed by the 
Federal Reserve to restore balance in our 
country have pushed interest rates up 
and they are expected to continue to 
rise unless action is taken. For example, 
since last August the cost of financing 
good quality corporate bonds has risen 
4.8 percent to about 7 percent, while the 
interest cost on 3-month treasury bills 
has risen from 4.15 percent to 5.65 per
cent, an increase of one and one-half 
percent. Mortgage interest rates have 
risen from 5.5 percent to 7 and even 8 
percent in some areas and is expected to 
go even higher. Unless the deficit is cut 
it is likely that the pressure on the money 

market will dry up much of the available 
credit for housing. 

'Tile soundness of the American econ
omy and the dollar underlie our com
mitments at home and abroad, as well 
as the international monetary syst.em 
and the world economy. In March, the 
continuing deficit in our balance of pay
ments and doubts about the soundness 
of the dollar contribut.ed to an increase 
in the speculative buying of gold and a 
crisis in the international monetary 
system. 

The United States and its friends 
moved quickly to meet the crisis. The 
Congress freed all of the U.S. gold stock 
from the reserve requirements for Fed
eral Reserve notes. The London gold 
market was closed for the last half of 
March. A two-price gold market was 
established with leading nations agreeing 
to buy and sell gold only among central 
banks. In Stockholm there was agree
ment to accelerate the plan to supple
ment international monetary reserves 
with a new and additional form of re
serve currency for international pay
ments settlement called special drawing 
rights. 

These actions have had a salutary ef
fect and the possibility of the collapse of 
the international monetary system has 
been def erred. Whether this is a tem
porary or a permanent solution of the 
world monetary crisis depends on the 
policies of both the United Stat.es and 
other countries. 

Most observers believe that the United 
States must act to solve its balance-of
payments deficit, and that the key to this 
is a program of austerity for the domestic 
economy. This view holds that current 
price inflation in our economy must be 
stopped or slowed because such inflation 
undermines the competitive strength of 
the dollar in world markets and thus 
the country's :international balance of 
payments. 

The Congress, the President, and the 
country must face the facts of our cur
rent economic situation and be willing to 
take the steps necessary to set our 
financial house in order. 

The war in Vietnam is costing us over 
$70 million a day, and Vietnam costs 
represent a figure that is strikingly simi
lar to the size of our budget deficits. 
Traditionally, America has responded to 
the costs imposed by war by increasing 
taxes. For example, after the fighting 
began in Korea Congress imposed $8 
billion in new taxes in 1950 and $6 billion 
in 1951. This would be the equivalent 
of $36 billion in today's economy. 

During my tenure in the Senate, I have 
called for the establishment of rational 
priorities in Federal spending and I have 
supported selective and substantial cuts 
in the budget which represent what I 
believe the priorities should be. 

During the past year, I have said that 
before I would support the enactment of 
new taxes, I would have to be convinced 
that substantial cuts in Federal spending 
would be imposed, and that a tax in
crease was absolutely necessary to meet 
our obligations overseas and protect our 
economy at home. 

In the face of the cost of the Vietnam 
war, the international monetary crisis, 

and the threM of Jnflatlon, I concluded 
on Aprif 3, 1968. tba~ a combined tax 
increase and spending cut was vital to 
our Nation and .I vot.ed for an amend
ment to the Tax Adjustment Act of 1968 
that had much the same effect as the 
legislation before us today. Events since 
that time have strengthened my belief 
that such action is necessary and I in
tend to vote in support of the pending 
legislation. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the conference report on 
H.R. 15414. When the bill was before the 
Senate, I voted for and supported the 
Smathers-Williams amendment provid
ing for the 10-percent tax surcharge 
coupled with the mandatory expenditure 
reduction of $6 billion. I am pleased to 
note that the Senate conferees were able 
to retain in conference the $6 billion 
expenditure cut rather than compromise 
on the lesser amount of $4 billion con
tained in the House bill. 

It has been my view that before the 
Congress should ask the American public 
to pay increased taxes, that every effort 
must be made by the Congress and the 
administration to reduce Federal spend
ing. Yesterday in the debate in the House 
on the conference report, the chairman 
of the House Ways and Means Commit
tee [Mr. MILLS] stated that the deficit in 
the administrative budget, as adjusted 
for participating certificates, for fiscal 
year 1968 will amount to $28 billion with
out H.R. 15414, and that for fiscal 1969 
we would be faced with a prospect of a 
deficit of $31.3 billion in the ·administra
tive budget-as adjusted for the partici
pating certificates, proposed for fiscal 
1969-unless something is done. 

A brief reference to some of the current 
key economic indexes is sufficient to un
derline the serious and mounting in
flation that our country faces today. 
Prices rose by 4.1 percent on an annual 
basis in April, the highest increase in 
prices on an annual basis that we have 
experienced in a long period of time. In 
the first quarter of 1968 we experienced 
an increase in gross national product of 
$19.4 billion which, I understand, is the 
largest quarterly increase · in our gross 
national product in our history. More 
than half of that increase is attributable 
to inflation. Last year interest rat.es rose 
to a level greater than at any time in 
the last 40 or 50 years. In 1968 interest 
rates increased even further and are 
now higher than they have been in over 
100 years. The interest rate on mortgage 
money to finance the purchase of resi
dential homes is now 8 percent and the 
interest on triple A corporate bonds in
creased from 5.25 percent in May 7, 1967 
to 6.25 percent in May 7, 1968. 

I believe that it is absolutely neces
sary that the administration and we of 
the Congress face up to their respon
si~ities to reduce Federal spending by 
eliminating unnecessary programs and 
projects and by postponing the initiation 
of Federal programs carrying a low 
priority if we are to control inflation and 
restore confidence in the dollar at home 
and abroad. This bill is a good first step. 

In the past few months I have voted 
for substantial cuts in the authorization 
bills for military procurement, maritime 
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construction and NASA. I shall continue 
to vote for further cuts. 

The distinguished. Senators from Dela
ware and Florida, Senators WILLIAMS and 
SMATHERS, deserve the commendation of 
the country. 

INDUSTRIAL REVENUE BONDS 

I would like to draw attention to 
a provision agreed to by the conferees 
which has not received a great deal of 
public discussion to date. I refer to the 
provision which places certain ceilings 
on the tax-exempt status of industrial 
revenue bonds and thereby limits their 
effective use. 

On March 23 of this year the Internal 
Revenue Service published proposed 
regulations providing that the interest 
paid on industrial development bonds 

I believe that the limitation agreed 
upon by the conferees of a million-dollar 
ceiling should be increas.ed to a higher 
ceiling of perhaps $5 million, or a com
parable amount, which would permit the 
program of :financing new industries in 
economically depressed areas of the 
country to continue, and, at the same 
time, would set an amount sufficiently 
low enough to correct those situations 
where the program has been abused in its 
application by businesses of sufficient fi
nancial strength which can provide thefr 
own. financing. 

I hope that the · Finance Committee 
will have an opportunity to review these 
questions and to consider a raise in the 
ceiling established by the conference 
report. 

deseribed in the proposed regulations THE TAX INCREASE AND THE CUT IN SERVICES 

would no longer be considered to be Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am 
exempt. under section 103 of. the code. voting against the proposed 10-percent 
The amendment introduced by Senator surtax and the $6 billion cut in such pro
CuRTIS, and agreed to by the Senate, grams as agriculture, education, FHA, 
would have, in effect, suspended the ap- REA, and river development. 
plication of the proposed regulations . I am voting no on the tax increase 
by requiring the continued application because it aggravates an already unjust 
of the present revenue rulings. until the tax system and fails to correct any of the 
Congress acted on the subject. Later an existing abuses. The present tax laws 
amendment offered by the distinguished permit some citizens to write off various 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Rrnr- items so that they go tax free on incomes 
COFF] was adopted which denied tax- running to hundreds of thousands of 
exempt status to industrial development dollars a year. I recently pointed out that 
bonds issued after January 1, 1969, ex- urban investors are using sideline farm
cept to tinance certain limited projects mg operations as a tax dodge to escape 
of a municipal or quasf-public charac- an estimated $400 million in taxes that 
ter. The conferees have retained these they would otherwise owe on nonfarm 
exemptions of the Ribiooff amendment operations. 

1 in addition to establishing a limitation we all know that the tax increase is 
of $1 million on the use of tax-exempt requested because of the enormous cost 
industrial revenue bonds for all other of the Vietnam war. I have for years op
projects. posed our deepening involvement in the 

The $1 million ceiling on indus- tangled affairs of the Vietnamese people. 
trial revenue bond financing would, But if a special war tax is now needed, it 
in my view, unduly restrict, if not elim- should come in the form of an excess 
inate the use of revenue-bond financing war profits tax as I proposed months ago. 
as a means for assisting industry to seek That is the way we financed the Korean 
new locations in the economically de- war and World War II when extra war 
pressed areas of the country. funds were needed. Since we began the 

In my cwn State of Kentucky the sale big military buildup in Vietnam 3¥2 
of industrial revenue bonds has provided years ago, corporate profits have jumped 
an important impetus to the economic by $22 billion. If we taxed these exces
grawth and development of many com- sive wartime profits fairly, we would have 
munities. In recent years some 137 rev- more revenue than is proposed in the 
enue bond issues have financed a variety 10-percent surtax. Yet, it would be a 
of new industries in Kentucky, and have fair tax paid by those corporations that 
produced an estimated 27,000 additional are getting fat off war profits. 
jobs. Farmers and small businessmen and 

In opposing the Ribicoff amendment other residents of rural States such as 
I concluded my remarks· with the fol- South Dakota are not getting rich off 
lowing statement: of this ill-advised war. Yet, they would 

Mr. President, 1-n conclusion, I ·note at page be hardest hit by the proposed 10-per-
108 of the hearings that representatives of cent tax increase. 
the Treasury Department have estimated t $ 
that the loss of tax revenue to the Depart- I oppose he 6 billion cut in Govern-
ment as a result of the tax-exempt status ment services and programs because 
of industrial revenue bonds amounts to some those cuts are most likely to come not 
$50' to $100 million annually. in the vested interests with powerful lob-

When we compare this loss of tax reve- bies, but in programs essential to ordi
nue with the billions of dollars that · the nary citizens. 
F'ederaJ: Government fs spending in the For years I have tried to bring about 
country on programs to assist in economi-
cally depressed areas, and in its war on pov- reductions in such costly programs as 
erty, it is my vtew that. we should not cur- the stationing of 300,000 American troops 
tail the limited means at th& dis:p0sal of in Europe. Why cannot the prosperous 
local cemmunities to attract new industry nations of Europe nO"W take over their 
and new jobs not financed by the Govern- own military manpower needs? 
ment: If· abuses have developed in the em- Why do we proceed to build another 
ployment of· thfs means of financing, then 
efforts should "f:ie made t<> cure or remove antiballistic missile system at a cost of 
the abuses without eliminating the tax- $30 or $40 billion when we already have 
exempt status of revenue bonds for ind us- enough missiles to blow up the world? 
trial purposes. Why do we continue to pour billions 
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of dollars into a corrupt regime in South 
Vietnam? 

The cuts will not come in these areas, 
but in our schools, roads, hospitals, farm 
credit; and water development programs. 

Mr. President, I cannot vote for this 
unjust tax increase coupled wJth the 
costly weakening of many of our impor
tant domestic programs. 

I want to do what l can to combat in
flation and budget deficits, but this mon
strosity before us today is not the way 
to do it. 

The· PRESIDING OFFICER (M:r. 
MusKIE. in the chair). Pursuant to the 
previous. order, the vote will now take 
place on the adoption of the conferei;ice 
report. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr-. DODD (when his name was 

called}. On this vote I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. RIBICOFFJ. If he were present, he 
would vote "nay." If I were permitted to 
vote, I would vote "yea." I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. GORE (after having voted in the 
affirmative). On this vote I have a pair 
with the senior Senator from Indianft 
[Mr. HARTKE]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote •·•nay." If I were 
permitted to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
therefore withdraw my vote. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virgillia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Indiana 
rMr. BAYHJ, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHURCH], the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],. the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. LONG], the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY], 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MET
CALF], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY] the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. MONTOYA], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. RrBrcoFF], and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING] and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE] are· absent 
on official business. 

I further announce that~ if present and 
;voting, the Senator from Georgia. [Mr. 
RussELLJ would vote "yea." 

I further announce, that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY] is paired with the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING]. If 
present and voting, t:tie Senator from 
Oklahoma would vote "yea," and tbe 
Senator from Alaska would vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Massachusetts. [Mr. 
BROOKEl, and the Senator from Colo
rado EMr. DOMINICK] are neeessarily ab
sent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BROOKE], and 
the Senator from Colorado, [Mr. DoMI
NICK] would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 16, as: follo.ws: 
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Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Byrd, Va. 
Ca.Tlson 
Case 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Harris 

[No.189 Leg.) 
~4 

Hayden 
Hicken:looper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGee 
Mcintyre 
Miller 
Mondale 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 

NAYS-16 

Bartlett Hatfield 
Bible Hill 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, w. Va. Long, La. 
Cannon McGovern 
Hart Morse 

Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Willlams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Y111rborough 

Nelson 
Proxmire 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2 

Dodd, for. 
Gore, for. 

NOT VOTING-17 

Baiyh Gruening 
Bennett Hartke 
Brooke Kennedy 
Church Long, Mo. 
Dominick McCrurthy 
Fulbright Metcalf 

Monroney 
Montoya 
Ribicoff 
Russell 
Talmadge 

So the conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it 

has been well over a year since Presi-
dent Johnson first requested the tax sur
charge proposal just adopted with this 
conference report. His call then for this 
tax boost was based upon the best eco
nomic forecasts available at the time. I 
think the Senate and the great majority 
of the American people now agree that 
the original request was made with a 
great deal of foresight, a great deal of 
wisdom. 

I am happy to note that the effort to 
achieve this success was truly bipartisan; 
that the initiative here in the Senate was 
taken by two prominent members of the 
Committee on Finance, representing 
both sides of the aisle. I refer, of course, 
to the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] and the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. Together they 
carried the President's message through 
the Senate. Together they must share the 
achievement. And they also deserve 
commendation for reading correctly the 
economic barometers and for so strongly 
urging passage of this tax measure sim
ply because it is of such vital importance 
to the Nation's financial position. 

It is true that not all Senators were 
satisfied with every feature of the con
ference. Perhaps a $6 billion expenditure 
reduction is more than some thought 
necessary. Perhaps the limitation on 
Federal employment will cause some in
convenience. But all in all, the proposal 
contains what is necessary to provide the 
economic stability that must be applied 
at this time. 

Over the years Senator SMATHERS has 
consistently lent his deep understanding 
and broad knowledge of fiscal matters to 
obtaining constructive legislation. His 
strong and able support on this measure 
certainly carries on that tradition. The 

same may be said of the senior Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Others, too, deserve our commendation. 
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL
SON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], and so many more spoke in sup
port. I personally want to thank all those 
who participated. 

But our particular thanks today must 
go to those two Senators most responsi
ble-to Senator SMATHERS and Senator 
WILLIAMS. The entire Senate, indeed, the 
Nation, are in their debt. 
TEN-PERCENT SURTAX AND SPENDING CUT MEAS

URE SQUARES WITH FISCAL RESPONSmILITY 

Mr. RANDOLPH subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the Senate, in passing and 
sending to the White House a tax bill 
providing a 10-percent surtax and a $6 
billion cut in spending, has completed in 
Congress action that is fiscally respons
ible. It is a statute which, when signed 
by the President of the United States, 
will have many good effects which should 
vastly exceed the problems it will create. 

I voted for this measure when th~ 
Senate amended the excise extension bill 
on April 2, 1968, and I voted for it in its 
final form today. In doing so, I acknowl
edge that we have had to perform a pain
ful duty-that of increasing taxes and 

· coupling with it a substantial cut in 
Government sPending. 

But, Mr. President, if we had not 
taken these actions many disturbing 
realities of the national and interna
tional economy could return to haunt us 
time after time. 

The tax increase and the expenditure 
cuts ordered by law are vital to the 
United States because it demonstrates 
that we can act responsibly to curb our 
own excesses. As bad as are the budget 
deficits, other problems inherent in the 
national economy and in the implica
tions of the world money market are 
even more foreboding. 

The measure we have passed will not 
set the economy right overnight. The 
inflationary spiral will not be checked 
automatically by this or any other single 
action-but the tax increase coupled with 
the ordered retrenchment in spending 
will make significant contributions to 
slowing the inflation in which price in
creases and cost-of-living escalation are 
the outward manifestations bearing 
down on every citizen. 

The taxpayer who grows unhappy over 
the 10-percent surtax can be comforted 
in some degree by the knowledge that 
this action by Congress will keep this 
same taxpayer's hidden taxes-in the 
form of 4 percent or higher annual in
flation-from going much higher. Ac
tually, in the net, the taxpayer probably 
will be better off paying the out-in-the
open surtax which he can see than meet
ing the cost of the hidden taxes which 
these actions taken by Congress should 
help to reduce. 

I believe the tax increase should have 
been applied sooner, and I believe there 
is general agreement on this point in the 
economic community if not in the politi
cal community. But it has not been in
voked too late. The boom of the economy 
is going at a sufficiently high level to keep 
fiscal and monetary brakes from causing 
a recession. 

CONSTRUCTION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
16703) to authorize certain construction 
at military installations, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. PELL was recognized. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield to the 

Senator from West Virginia. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
MONDAY, JUNE 24, 1968 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in adjournment until 12 
o'clock noon on Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORITY FOR THE VICE PRESI
DENT TO SIGN DULY ENROLLED 
BILLS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Vice President be authorized to sign duly 
enrolled bills during the adjournment of 
the Senate or away from the Chamber 
while the Senate is in session today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE HELEN KELLER MIRACLE 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an editorial entitled "The 
Helen Keller Miracle," published in the 
Washington Post on June 3, 1968. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE HELEN KELLER MmACLE 

Mark Twain's comment that "the two most 
interesting characters of the 19th century are 
Napoleon and Helen Keller" has an element 
of humor because the two were so ditierent. 
Yet Miss Keller's conquest of the spirit was 
as striking in its way as the military con
quests of the dashing French general. Her 
life was truly one of the remarkable phenom
ena of our time, and her death just short of 
the age of 88 years leaves the whole world 
poorer. 

Miss Keller would doubtless have been a 
notable figure if illness had not left her blind 
and deaf at the age of 19 months. But her 
attainment of the status of eminent writer 
and lecturer, known throughout the world, 
despite these usually crippling handicaps, 
clearly falls into the category of the miracu
lous. And for this generation her achieve
ment ls the more meaningful because it was 
centered in the area of personal struggle and 
spiritual triumph. 

The blind and deaf girl who found a way 
to express the "sweet strange things that 
were locked up in" her heart h·ad an enor
mous appeal to the imagination. She came 
to reftect in a very real way the finest aspects 
of the American spirit. Her indomitable wm 
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was akin to the motivation behind our 
pioneers and empire builders. Her relentless 
pursuit of goals that once seemed impossible 
was a dramatic example of the restless quest
ing which is characteristic of this country. 

Yet her courage and skills were channeled 
into intensely human endeavors that are well 
understood and appreciated by this genera
tion. She will long be remembered not only 
as a remarkable individual but also as an 
inspiration to all those who have gigantic 
problems or handicaps to overcome. 

In this age of disillusionment and easy 
surrender to hardships and discouragement, 
the world can ill afford to lose the shining 
example of Miss Keller fighting her way 
through every adversity to a rich and satis
fying life in which she became, despite her 
handicaps, a source of- help, comfort and 
strength to her generation. 

JOE SEWELL NAMED SOUTHEAST
ERN CONFERENCE COACH OF THE 
YEAR 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, we 

are in the midst of the baseball season 
and much of our attention goes to base
ball from day to day. 

Back many years ago while I was a 
student at the University of Alabama 
a young fellow named Joe Sewell was 
called up just before the beginning of 
the world series in order to take the 
place of Ray Chapman who had been 
killed by a pitched balI. For a good many 
years Joe Sewell had a wonderfully suc
cessful career in the major leagues. 

Joe is now back home serving as base
ball coach for his alma mater, the Uni
versity of Alabama. In fact, his team 
won the Southeastern Conference 
championship this year to Joe•s great 
delight. 

Recently Benny Marshall, the Bir
mingham News sport's editor, wrote a 
column about Joe Sewell and his career. 
The next day there came out an article 
in the Birmingham News telling of Joe 
Sewell's being named the Southeastern 
Conference Coach of the Year. I think 
we all would agree that he is having 
quite a success in baseball at the good 
age of 69. 

I believe all of this will make inter
esting reading for those who may re
member Joe Sewell and for all who like 
baseball. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
article entitled ''Bigger for Joe Sewell 
Than All of It," published in the Bir
mingham News. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BIGGER FOR JOE SEWELL THAN ALL OF IT 

(By Benny Marshall) 
Joseph Wheeler- Sewell ca.ine Saturday 

morning, in the 69th year of his life, to one 
of the special moments which the young are 
given to thinking are reserved only for them. 

Alabama's baseball team was playing for a 
Southeastern Conference championship, and 
Joe Sewell was the coach. 

The Little General had an undefeated 
pitcher ready, and momentum going, and his 
team was at home on Thomas Field as the 
Crimson Tide and the Florida- Gators went 
to work at 11 in the first half o! the big
gest springtime doubleheader the University 
of Alabama ever knew. The second half was 
Tennessee's winning the conference track 

championship, which everyone knew would 
happen, anyway. 

Coach Sewell approached the morning with 
extra bounce in the step, and an added 
gleam in the eye, and: it was a very good 
morning which had showed up to crown a 
lifetime spent in baseball. 

He brought to it the old pro's willingness 
to ride with fate. You do all you oan to get 
ready. Then you play, and ae<:ept what a day 
brings. Some you win, some you lose, some 
are rained out, and there's always tomorrow. 

THE LAST CHANCE 

Thel'.e was the suggestion of something 
more riding with this one, however, and 
maybe a little bit of extra yearning for the 
coach of Alabama. 

Joe Sewell will be 70 years old Oct. 9, and 
that's an infiexi.ble retirement age. This, he 
might have thought, was the last chance, 
and the best way for big leaguers to go is 
winning. The applause can last, then, forever. 

"Right now I wouldn't trade jobs with the 
Preside;nt of the United States," Sewell was 
saying Friday night after all the cheers and 
the congratulating following the 5-0 Ala
bama win which took the championship 
playoff to Saturday for final settlement. He 
was dressing, in a hurry, because now he had 
to go and be on television, and it was a 
big moment. Take them where you find them. 

Forty-eight years ago, before slugger Stan 
Moss' dad was born, though later than this 
in the American League season, the Cleve
land Indians sent for the shortstop they had 
farmed to New Orleans, a kid from Titus, 
Ala., who had played on an Alabama base
ball team which would deliver five players 
to the majors for extended stays. 

Cleveland's Ray Chapman had been 
killed by a Carl Mays pitch which hit him 
irl the head. Now, this kid reported~ and his 
name was Joe Sewell. 

HE COULD DO :IT 

The Indians were playing Connie Mack's 
Philadelphia. Athletics that day, and Scott 
Perry was· pitching .. The second time up 
Sewell singled. The fourth time up he tripled 
and he fairly flew around the bases, the in
sides of him singing, "I can do it, I can 
do it." 

And he did do it, too, for 11 years- with 
Clevelandr and five more with the Yankees. 
He played in two World Series, and the rec
ord books know his name. In 1925, Sewell 
struck out only four times, while batting 
.335. He tied the record in 1929, four strike
outs, with a .315 average. 

The first time, and the World Series times, 
Joe Sewell, being much younger and not 
knowing, really, had to regard them as 
supreme. 

Saturday,_ in its time and its place in the 
scheme of things, came up equal and maybe 
a.head for a. man who thinks he must have 
picked up a ball and bat "as soon as I got 
out of the cradle." 

EXTRAORDINARY STORY 

Sewell is. an extra.ordinary story, all the 
way. After his· playing days were done in_ 
1936, he was many years in the hardware 
business in TuscalOOISa. Then he went back to 
baseball as a scout, and he'd help the late 
Happy Campbell in the springtimes on 
Thomas Field. 

Paul Bryant, the athletic director of whom 
you have heard, had his man right on the 
scene when a new coach was needed. Not 
many athletic directors go a.round hiring 64-
year-old head coaches, but Bryant- isn't like 
many athletic directors. He hired Joe Sewell 
to be baseball coach five seasons ago, and he 
was wishing with him Saturday when they 
brought it. down to the finish. 

"I've got the best seat in the house," 
Bryant said, and he means the view from 
his office window in Memorial Coliseum lC'Ok-, 
1ng out over the. vast Crimson Tide spoo-ts. 
complex which has gr0-wn and grown since 
he checked in back in 1958. 

"The dog-gondest thing happened to me 
Friday, though the telephone rang and I 
turned away to answer it, and that's when 
Moss hits his home run. 

"Don't call me Saturday afternoon.'" 
EXCELLENT VIEW 

As the muggy morning progressed, Coach 
Bryant's view from upstairs proved to be 
eminently satisfactory. 

Joe Sewell's pitching produced another 
shutout, and there were three runs to go 
with it, and that meant a championship for 
the Tide. 

Friday night, the coach of the baseball 
team had said, "It has been a great see.son, 
whether we win or we lose. We've had a lot 
of fun." 

Saturday night, it was even greater, and 
it was much more fun, and it wasn't a last 
chance at all for the young men, or the 69-
year-old coach who had turned up Alabama's 
first conference championship since 1958 in 
his game. More big moments have been 
created for the days ahead, bigger than start
ing in the big· leagues, bigger than the World 
Series that were. 

That's because all of tlhis ls right now in 
the happy life of Joe Sewell, champion col
lege coach. 

TIDE'S SEWELL SOUTHEASTERN COACH OF 

YEAR 

(By Ben Cook) 
It was a banner day for coach Joe Sewell 

and the Alabama Crimson Tide Sunday af
ternoon, but, after all, it was a banner year 
for the NCAA District Three-bound Tide. 

Sewell walked away from the Sunday after
noon baseball meeting at the Thomas Jeffer
son. Hotel with the Southeastern Conference 
baseball championship trophy and the 1968 
Coach-of-the-Year trophy. 

Alabama also landed five men on the All
Western Division team with three named to 
the over-all All-Southeastern Conference 
team. 

Pitchers Eddie Prospt, Mike Innes and third 
baseman Stan Moss were picked on the All
SEC squad. Centerfielder Bill Parker and 
shortstop J. C. Ranelli joined_ them on the 
All-Western Division group. 

The Coach-of-the-Year award for Sewell 
climaxed a drive from the last place spot in 
the Western Division to the- top spot in the 
conference this season. 

The Titus native said he figured he had the 
team to win it all this season. 

"The boys started out to win this thing in 
the spring training and they just- kept com
ing," he smiled after Alabama's 3-0 clincher 
over Florida. "We just outhnstled everybody 
and got great pitching down the stretch.'' 

sewen was a star shortstop for Alabama, 
Cleveland and the New York Yankees back in 
his playing days. He will be 70 soon, having 
taken over the coaching reins at Alabama 
when Happy Campbell left the scene in 1963. 

The 24 wins posted by this year's cham
pionship team set a new record for the Crim
son Tide. The previous high was 23 by the 
1967 Sewell-coached nine, although they fin
ished last in the Western Dlvislpn. 

Third baseman Moss finished the season 
with a .342 average and seven home runs 
in na111ng down the hot corner spot on the 
All-SEC team. It was his home run on the 
final day of the season that threw the race 
into a tie, and his grand slam in the play-off 
game that put the Tide at the top of the 
heap. 

Propst compiled an 8-3 record and pitched 
shutouts against LSU on the final day of the 
season, had two and two-thirds innings of 
scoreless relief in the playoff game and then 
blanked Florida Friday to complete an amaz
ing string of twenty and two-thirds innings 
of scm:eless pitching in the final week as 
Alabama drove to the top. 

Innes, a freshman lefthander, picked up 
three hits in the last week of the season to 
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run his record to 7-0. He shutout LSU in the 
next to the last game of the season. He then 
came back and beat LSU in the playoff for the 
Western Division crown with three and one- _ 
third of relief work a:tid then came back to 
shutout Florida in the final playoff game 
Saturday. 

Ranelli hit .279 and played brilliantly in 
the field for the Tide while Parker came 
through with some clutch hits in compiling 
his .247 average. It was Parker's single that 
drove in two runs against Florida in the 
finale. 

PHILIP N. BROWNSTEIN, COMMIS
SIONER OF FEDERAL HOUSING 
ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in the 

May 25 editions of the Washington Post 
there was published a story by John Will
mann about the tenure of Philip N. 
Brownstein as Commissioner of the Fed
eral Housing Administration. 

Mr. Brownstein has now served longer 
in this position than any other indi
vidual. This is a remarkable achievement 
by Mr. Brownstein not from the point of 
the years he has served, but rather for 
what he has accomplished during those 
years. 

Armed with legislation provided 
through the Senate Banking and Cur
rency Committee and this Congress, plus 
his own will, Mr. Brownstein has guided 
FHA from a suburban orientation to a 
place where it is a meaningful device for 
providing housing for all, including low
and moderate-income families. 

He has given strength and substance to 
our efiorts. I ask unanimous consent that 
Mr. Willmann's article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

P. N. BROWNSTEIN AN UNFLAPPABLE: FHA 
CHIEF SETS ENDURANCE MARK 

(By John B. Willmann) 
Almost 33 years ago, Philip N. Brownstein 

decreased the population of Ober, Ind., 2 
per cent by leaving his birthplace and com
ing to Washington. 

With the help of a friend, he got a job as 
an assistant truck driver and mail handler 
for the then-infant Federal Housing Admin
istration. Today-he often works on Satur
days-Brownstein sits behind a desk in spa
cious Room 741 of the Lafayette Building, 
811 Vermont ave. nw., as the Assistant Sec
retary for Mortgage Credit of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. 

In that presidential-appointment post, 
Brownstein also serves as Commissioner of 
the Federal Housing Administration. As of 
next Wednesday, he will have held the top 
FHA post longer than any of his 10 predeces
sors. And he has been the only FHA Chief 
also to serve as Assistant Secretary of HUD, 
created in 1965. 

Brownstein, whose career has included a 
law degree from Columbus University here 
. . . four years of World War II duty in the 
Marine Corp .... and 17 years with the Vet
erans Administration and its housing pro
grams, now is facing his biggest challenge. 

In the year that already has seen an open 
housing law passed, major civil disorders and 
property loss, and the FHA-VA interest rate 
celling raised to 6% per cent, the FHA Com
missioner views the proposed 1968 housing 
bill as "the next piece of legislation we need 
to give added substance to urban life ... by 
breaking down the remaining barriers to the 
fullest private participation in providing 

housing for those who are economically una
ble to obtain a decent home in the open 
market." 

Swinging back on his swivel chair this 
week, Brownstein recalled that the .original 
FHA insurance program for liberal mort
gages amortized over . 20 years made false 
prophets of financial experts who feared that 
many, many of those home loans would be 
foreclosed. 

"Well, the record shows th.at the fore
closures were truly minimal oonsidering the 
millions of home loans insured through FHA. 
At the moment, our portfolio shows only 
27,000 repossessed houses that have not been 
resold. Our largest inventory was 56,000 in 
1964." 

Besides aiding many middle-class families 
into home ownership, that original FHA in
surance program also helped to establish a 
new posture within the conventional (non
FHA-insured) mortgage market, where terms 
recently rose as high as 30 years (before 
the latest money pinch) on amortization 
and down payments fell to 10 per cent. 

"It's time for us to be bold again and 
bring FHA insurance to the lower-income 
levels in the inner city. We already have 
rent supplements through which the Fed
eral Government pays a portion of an indi
vidual's rent to the owner of a housing proj
ect--but this program has suffered from lack 
of adequate funding," .said the relaxed 
Brownstein. 

The newest HUD-proposed program would 
permit Federal payments to the mortgage 
lender as an interest rate subsidy to reduce 
the homeowner's monthly mortgage pay
ment. 

"This reduction," said Brownstein, "could 
result in the homeowner. making payments 
on the basis of an interest rate as low as 
1 per cent, depending on his income ... 
With the proposed approach, families with 
incomes as low as $3600 a year may be able 
to afford a home with a $12,000 mortgage." 

Besides the new programs to help poor 
people achieve home ownership and a recent 
FHA action to keep its own insurance in 
force in areas where civil disorders prompted 
some insurance firms to refuse further pro
tection, Brownstein likes to point to an
other FHA achievement. 

"Dramatic progress has been made in 
speeding up the procedures to enable home 
sellers to get (or not get) FHA cominitments 
on their houses in five days and to get the 
credit check on the purchaser done within 
three days. This is the cycle in 95 per cent 
of the cases," he added. 

However, some area builders still com
plain that FHA is slow in making its inspec
tions and providing commitments to develop
ers of subdivisions. Often builders moan 
about the FHA red tape. But the FHA point 
of view is that procedures must be followed 
for the protection of home purchasers and 
that paper work is inevitably a part of any 
Government program. 

Brownstein is part of the Administration
HUD team that is pushing for enactment of 
a new housing bill this year, regardless of the 
realization that the Johnson regime is wind
ing up. Recently, HUD Secretary Robert C. 
Weaver announced his intention to resign to
ward the end of this year and become a 
college president in New York City. 

Mentioned in housing circles as a possible 
successor to Weaver for the balance of the 
four-year Federal cycle or the top HUD spot 
if another Democratic administration ma
terializes in November, Brownstein remains 
personally implacable. 

"I've been in Washington and in Govern
ment too long to look too far ahead," he said. 
"I didn't seek this job. But now that I have 
it the work is enough to keep me too busy to 
fish or read much of anything except reports 
or housing material. The mortgage money 
pinch is a full-time worry in itself. 

"On the other hand, I'm really excited by 
a new FHA-supported 221(d) (3) program 
project that will provide wonderful new hous
ing on an open occupancy basis for about 
500 fam111es right here in Washington (on 
New Hampshire Avenue, just across the Dis
trict line). 

"I am also tremendously heartened by the
reactions of the National Association of 
Home Builders and the local metropolitan 
affiliates to the new open housing law. I am 
really hopeful that a financially qualified Ne
gro family can now shop for a new house in 
any part of this area and get a fair shake. 
Let's hope that the days of the 'We will sell 
to you but we don't think you'll like it out 
here' are over." 

Whatever happens to the housing bill or in 
the November election, Brownstein likely will 
remain in Washington, which he unabashedly 
describes as "still the greatest city in the 
world." 

The Brownsteins, who rented a Hyattsville 
apartment when he was made FHA Commis
sioner in 1963, now own a share in Harbor 
Square and occupy a two-bedroom condo
minimum there. It's a private development 
project (no FHA funds) on urban renewal 
land. 

While their married son Michael is pursu
ing a combined Ph.D-MD degree, the Brown
steins enjoy in-city life. 

"We're just like any homeowners anywhere. 
My wife fusses with her planting boxes on 
the balcony and I grumble about cars that 
drive over the edge of our lawn," said the 
FHA's respected boss. 

VIOLENCE IN RESURRECTION 
CITY 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
city of Washington is once again being 
threatened by a wave of violence and 
mobs. The conditions of lawlessness in 
Resurrection City are without precedent. 
This administration has permitted to be 
established in the Nation's Capital an 
enclave of anarchy where capital crimes 
such as rape have gone unpunished. 

The Washington Police force and the 
National Capital Park Police have been 
denied the right to police an area within · 
their own jurisdiction. Information from 
a high source in the District of Columbia 
government reveals that the Justice De
partment entered into an agreement 
with leaders of the Poor People's Cam
paign that they alone would have polic
ing powers within Resurrection City. 

Mr. President, this situation is almost 
unbelievable. Here we have a situation 
where the highest law-enforcement 
agency in America has turned over its 
police powers to hoodlums and so-called 
marshals who have witnessed week after 
week of rampant crime within this en
clave in the Nation's Capital. 

It is my understanding that the so
called marshals at the camp have not 
been deputized or commissioned,. yet they 
are reportedly using paddles to mete out 
punishment to offenders in the camp . 

This is sheer madness, a condition un
paralleled in the history of this great 
Nation. Many well-intentioned poor peo
ple have been assaulted, robbed, and 
molested without the benefit of full ap
plication of our Nation's laws. To pacify 
a minority group, the rights of many 
citizens have been cast aside and run 
over roughshod. 

Mr. President, many Senators, includ
ing myself, urged the responsible author-
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ities to deny a permit for this illegal and 
violent circus. How ·can our national 
leadership uphold law and order when 
they condone this disorderly mob? When 
the present permit expires, it should not 
be extended. This time, our warnings 
should be heeded. 

Mr. President, three articles appeared 
in the Washingotn Post on this subject 
which I would like to call to the atten
tion of my colleagues: "Police, Poor 
Clash Outside Tent City" on June 20, 
1968; "Police, Protesters Clash-77 Ar
rested at Agriculture" and "Resurrection 
City: A Community Concerned by Grow
ing Violence" both on June 21, 1968. I ask 
unanimous consent that these articles be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, June 20, 1968) 

POLICE, PoOR CLASH OUTSIDE TENT CITY 
Two days of recurring violence within and 

near Resurrection City flared into a heated 
confrontation between police and city resi
dents early today. 

The incident just outside the encampment 
was sparked about 1: 10 a.m. when six youths, 
two carrying tent poles, confronted an equal 
number of Park Police near the Reflecting 
Pool chanting "Going to get me a whitey" 
and "Going to get me a honky." 

Police forced the group back toward Resur
rection City to a point about 100 yards from 
the main gate, where the youths stopped, 
yelled for help and started pushing the 
police. 

A large contingent from within the city 
rushed out to join the youths and began 
throwing bottles at the police, who called for 
r-einforcements. 

A mixture of 50 Park and Metropolitan 
Police arrived in moments and the two 
groups faced one another for several uneasy 
moments while the youths continued shout
ing threats and hurling bottles. 

At one point the police called for tear gas 
and an ambulance. 

Shortly afterward, Resurrection Oity mar
shals conferred with police who told them 
they would move away from the city area if 
the marshals would quiet the groups and 
take them back into the city. 

About 2 a.m. today most of the youths re
turned to the encampment with only a dozen 
or so milling outside. Police armed with 
shotguns, remained in the area. 

The flareup occurred after 17 reported as
saults within the city last night. 

One blood-covered victim was taken by 
ambulance from the city at 9 :30 p.m. He 
was still being treated at Freedmen's Hos
pital early today for a cut throat and con
vulsions. He refused to discuss the incident 
with police or give his name. 

A second blood-spattered man, identified 
as a Campaign marshal, w&s ta.ken from the 
city by ambulance at 11 p.m. after he was 
hit over the head with a plank of wOOd by 
another marshal, according to a third 
marshal. 

Police could offer no further information 
on the assaults because, they said, they are 
not permitted inside the city and marshals 
would give them no information. 

Earlier in the day, marshals slapped a tight 
guard on all entrances to the city after a 
rash of assaults and robberies near the 
camp Tuesday night. 

Marshals, some of them tough-talking and 
clearly drunk, flushed most residents and 
visitors out of the fenced City in midmorning 
after Poor People's Campaign leader Hosea 
Williams urged all persons to assemble a.t 
the west gate !or a march to the Washington 
Monument. · 

Residents moved sluggishly, sbme grum
bling about the show of extra police strength 
a.round the nearby Lincoln Memorial. Sev
eral residents carried baseball bats and .large 
tree limbs. Numerous marshals on the gates 
also wielded bats and limbs. 

Visitors and questioners were turned 
away, some courteously, some gruffly. A youth 
threw an empty soft-drink bottle at a tourist 
and struck him in the back when the tourist 
ignored his beckoning ges·tures. 

Park Police reported that persons were 
beaten, stabbed or robbed by youths either 
near Resurrection City or inside it between 
6 p.m. Tuesday and midnight last night. 

One group of about 20 youths broke up a 
softball game in a nearby field and in the 
scuffle one of their own number was struck 
with a bat and suffered a skull fracture. He 
was reported in fair condition at George 
Washington University Hospital. 

Resurrection City marshals said last night 
most of the unrest within their city was 
caused by rumors that the youth had died 
during the night. 

Information that the victim was still alive 
but in critical condition helped calm the 
confrontation early today outside the city. 
A number of the group in the clash went to 
the hospital to donate blood to the victim 
about 2: 05 a.m. after learning that he was 
still alive. 

In another incident, a sailor, who wan
dered into Resurrection City was taken by 
yoUJths to the City's "security building," 
questioned for a half-hour, relieved of his 
personal papers and released. 

Drew Pearson Arnold, 20, grandson of the 
columnist Drew Pearson, was attacked 
Tuesday by youths near the Reflecting 
Pool while he was going to the main gate 
to volunteer to work on Solidarity Day. A 
senior at George Washington University, he 
said he was not badly injured and com
pleted his intention of signing up for volun
teer work after the incident. 

Police also reported that youths periodi
cally peppered them with bricks and bot
tles Tuesday night. 

The population of Resurrection City, which 
has dwindled from 2500 to about 400 in the 
last six weeks, increased again Tuesday when 
several hundred persons moved in overnight 
for the Solidarity Day rally. 

Many of the newcomers were white mid
dle-class pacifists and anti-Vietnam war 
crusaders who stOOd in sharp contrast to 
the predominantly Negro population of Res
urrection City. 

Early yesterday morning, Mayor Walter E. 
Washington made a surprise visit to Resur
rection City, chatted briefly with residents, 
then left. 

By midmorning, Hosea Williams was ex
horting residents to assemble at the west gate 
and warned that no food would be served 
in the camp but would be available only 
at the Washington Monument. 

At 11 :30 a.m., the residents gathered to 
sing freedom songs at the base o! the 
Lincoln Memorial, then joined several hun
dred visitors and began marching toward 
the WashingtOn Monument just as the first 
contingents of Solidarity Day participants 
started marching from the Monument to
ward the Lincoln Memorial. The groups 
passed each other, waving good n·aturedly. 

Later, the residents returned to the Lin
coln Memorial, many of them taking special 
seats o! honor for the afternoon's raliy on 
the steps of the Memorial. 

Williams welcomed visitors to Resurrec
tion City as "the' only city in America 
where you don't pay taxes where the police 
don't beat you with a stick and where there 
ain't no jailhouse." 

During the afternoon, many Solidarity Day 
participants stopped to chat, occasionally to 
argue, with Resurrection City residents and 
marshals along the snow fence fronting the 
Reflecting Pool. 

Sometimes a knot of white persons gath
ered at the fence while Negroe8 sitting be- · 
hind the fence gave testimonials of poverty 
and hardship. Loudspeakers from the Soli
darity Day rally blared in competition. 

Signs posted along the south · fence of 
Resurrection City reflected impatience with 
the National Park Service's requirement that 
Resurrection City's existence be authorized 
by an official permit. They read: "Land is not 
Liberated by a Permit, but by the People" 
and "The Government be Damned." 

No one was saying that Solidarity Day was 
among the last days for Resurrection City. 
Tomorrow would be another day. 

As the afternoon waned, residents returned 
in increasing numbers to the encampments. 
A normal pace resumed. Families scrambled 
through the hardening mud to get supper. 
Campfires sprouted here and there. Children 
played tag in the rutted roadways between 
the shacks. 

Williams and other Campaign leaders re
juvenated the Solidarity Day rally by ad
dressing residents over the public address 
system as dusk came on, while Campaign 
chieftain, the Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, 
and his wife, Juanita, stood in a reception 
line with other leaders and shook hands with 
residents and visitors. 

Many old friends met and embraced. For a 
while it looked like old home week. 

[From the Washington Post, June 21, 1968) 
POLICE, PROTESTERS CLASH-77 ARRESTED AT 

AGRICULTURE-TEAR GAS ROUTS 300 MARCH
ERS 
Metropolitan and Park Police hurled tear 

gas into an unruly crowd of rock and bottle
throwing Poor People's Campaign marchers 
last night during a heated confrontation out
side Resurrection City. 

The confrontation occurred when about 300 
Campaigners returned to the encampment 
from a demonstration at the Department of 
Agriculture where 77 persons were arrested 
earlier. 

When the group started crossing 17th 
Street on the east side of Resurrection City, 
a dozen of them sat in a line across the 
street 100 yards north of Independence Ave
nue, blocking tramc for the group to cross. 

A Park policeman, the only one on duty 
at the site, attempted unsuccessfully to per
suade the group to move on, and most of 
those who had already crossed the street 
began returning. 

At this point a white woman, caught up 
in the mass traffic jam with her husband, 
screamed out her car window: 

"We're going to a hospital. Doesn't that 
make any difference to you?" 

Youths swarmed around the car and the 
policeman, Sgt. L. T. Hawkins, called for re
inforcements at 8:02 p.m. 

Park and Metropolitan Police units arrived 
moments later to form a line on the west 
side of 17th Street. 

The youths, who by then numbered about 
250 began hurling bottles, rocks and sticks 
of the baton type carried by Resurrection 
City marshals at the 150 policemen. 

Assistant Police Chief Jerry Wilson threw 
three tear gas canisters into the crowd at 
8:04 p.m. and gas masks were distributed to 
all policemen. 

Deputy Police Chief Raymond S. Pyles was 
hit by several objects hurled from the crowd 
and instructed his men: "OK, the ground 
rules are any rocks thrown over here, throw 
tear gas back." 

Reporters said a total of 15 tear gas can
nisters were thrown into the crowd by police. 
Campaign marshals said several also were 
tossed over the snow fence into Resurrection 
City about 200 yards away, but police denied 
this. 

After about 20 minutes of: direct confron
tation, police and Campaign marshals con
ferred and the police agreed to pull back if 
the marshals would restore order. 
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The marshals then linked arms and forced 

most of the demons.trators back into Resur
rection City. 

Once inside, a. loudspeaker directed the 
women and children to go to their homes 
and the men to stand by. The men were 
massed at a meeting inside the city at 9· 
p.m., receiving undisclosed instructions while 
police milled outside. 

The group was still meeting at 11:30 p.m., 
an hour after police had released 80 of their 
men from the scene who had been held over 
from their regular day shift. 

About midnight, there were still more than 
100 police near Resurrection City, some 
armed with shotguns. A line of Park Police 
was assembled along the Reflecting Pool, 
while the remainder were gathered in small 
groups further back in the Mall area. Assist
ant Attorney General Fred M. Vinson, Jr. 
was on the scene conferring with police. 

Traffic on 17th Street, which had been 
closed in the area from the start of the in
cident about 8 p.m., was permitted to move 
along the section again about 11 :30 p.m. 

The Agriculture Department demonstra
tion earlier occurred after participants in 
the Campaign turned to mass civil disobedi
ence in an effort to dramatize their demands. 

They used their bodies to block the Depart
ment's doorways and also surged into 12th 
Street nw., bringing rush hour traffic to a 
temporary halt. 

Most of those arrested simply went limp 
and were dragged to buses waiting to haul 
them to the central cellblock at Police Head
quarters. 

Police met resistance from many demon
strators, however, and some officers made use 
of their night sticks in the effort to restore 
order. . 

The action began within an hour after 
Rev. Ralph David Abernathy told newsmen 
the Campaign would intensify its program of 
civil disobedience. 

There were indications, however, that the 
confrontation yesterday took place without 
the knowledge or approval of the Campaign's 
top leaders. 

At one point early in the disturbance, at
torney Frank Reeves, one of Mr. Abernathy's 
legal advisers, arrived at the scene and told 
the demonstrators that "We are nonviolent 
and must remain nonviolent." 

He also expressed concern that none of the 
Campaign's principal leaders was present 
when the arrests began. 

The action broke out after a group of about 
80 protesters walked from Resurrection City 
to the Agriculture Department. Before leav
ing, they huddled with Hosea Williams, the 
Campaign's chief of direct action, who would 
not permit reporters to listen. Williams did 
not accompany the group. 

Arriving at the Department about 3 p.m., 
the marchers ate lunch, served from a cater
er's truck parked at the building's Mall en
trance. 

They the.n demanded an appointment with 
Agriculture Secretary Orville L. Freeman. 

Freeman's aides explained that the Secre
tary was busy but would be glad to meet with 
a small group of no more than 12 persons if 
they would first set up an appointment. 

The marchers then dispersed and took up 
positions in the building's doorways. 

At that point, District Public Safety Direc
tor Patrick V. Murphy and Wilson conferred 
with Joseph M. Robertson, Assistant Secre
tary for Administration, and Thomas R. 
Hughes, Freeman's executive assistant. The 
decision was made then to remove the dem
onstrators. 

Hughes explained: "This is a violation of 
the law . . . "we have no choice but to have 
our building open for public business." 

Using a portable loudspeaker; Wilson ap
proached seven demonstrators sprawling in 
front of the north building's independence 
Avenue entrance. 

He told them, "In the name of the people 
of the District of Columbia, I order you to 
disperse or you are under arrest." When they 
refused to move, police moved in and hauled 
them to two waiting buses, one for male pris
oners and one for women. 

The first protester removed, a slender Negro 
in blue denims, shouted "Freedom now, 
baby,'' as he was being pulled away. 

Police then cleared the other doorways in 
turn, methodically photographing and mak:
ing out arrest slips for each arrestee. 

The first busload of 22 men arrived at the 
central cellblock about 6 p .m. The suspects, 
chanting "Here comes the judge,'' were each 
charged with disorderly conduct and placed 
on $300 bond. 

A second group of about 50 marchers ar
rived on the scene about 5:30. Members of 
both this and the original group moved into 
12th Street and blocked traffic temporarily. 

The officers moved out to clear ·the street, 
dragged demonstrators onto the sidewalks, 
occasionally using their night sticks. 

Deputy Police Chief Joseph V. Osterman, 
head of the Traffic Division, said the demon
stration at Agriculture "tied up rush-hour 
traffic good and tight." 

He said the "whole downtown" was con
gested because of the interferelliCe with traf
fic on Independence Avenue and the 
difficulty to access to 14th Street during the 
demonstration period. · 

Police removed several persons by placing 
clubs under their chins and tugging. One 
youth was pulled by his hair. A reporter 
overheard one officer tell a demonstrator, 
"I've been waiting for this for a long time." 

Waves of protestors kept arriving during 
the next two hours a.n.d police estimated the 
demonstrators peak strength at between 525 
and 550. 

Williams and 'the Rev. Jesse Jackson, an
other Campaign official, arrived at the scene 
about 6:45 p.m. 

At about 6 p .m., part of the crowd of dem
onstrators surged into a line of policemen 
and about 20 officers retaliated by swinging 
their clubs. At least three persons were felled. 

One youth showed blood on his head and 
an older man accused police of breaking his 
arm. Another elderly marcher was seen lying 
on a grassy area with a cut over one eye 
and a puffy face. 

A group of marchers circled him and sang 
"We Shall Overcome." Others poured water 
on him while onlookers shouted, '"Who hit 
the brother?" 

The protestors, mostly young people, 
shouted taunting remarks at police and 
made things difficult for them by continually 
shifting the scene of action. The outbreaks 
occured over a wide area adjoining the Agri
culture Department. 

Reeves was seen arguing With one group 
and told them, "What you're doing is not 
SCLC policy. I know what the policy is. I get 
it from Abernathy." 

Leon Hall, one of those who led a force of 
reinforrements to the scene from Resurrec
tion City, answered, "Your job is to get us 
out of jail, not_ to worry how w~ get in." 

Reeves later commented, "In my observa
tion, there was some brutality on the part 
of police,'' but he added: "It was a moving 
situation and there was provocation on both 
sides." 

Campaign representatives held a milder 
confrontation with authorities yesterday, 
during a lY:z-hour meeting with Federal and 
District officials on the question of possible 
renewal of the Campaign's permit to occupy 
Resurrection City, which expires at 8 p .m. 
Sunday. No decision was reached and meet
ings are expected to continue today. 

Meanwhile, it was learned that House 
leaders have deferred until next week action 
on a pending bill that would. ban all over
night camping on public land in Washing
ton. 

However, key House members are building 
to bring the bill to a vote next week. 

[From the Washington Post, June 21, 1968J. 
RESURRECTION CITY: A COMMUNITY CON

CERNED BY GROWING VIOLENCE 

"The reason the population of this city 
is going down is not mud, poor food, rain or 
lousy homes . . . The reason they leave is 
that men are getting tired of coming home 
from a day's picketing to find their belong
ings stolen or their Wife raped." 

These are the words of Alvin Jackson, 35, 
a Washington TV repairman, who until his 
resignation yesterday afternoon was the chief 
security marshal at Resurrection City. 

"If the leaders don't do something soon, 
this is going to be known as blood city in
stead of Resurrection Oity." 

Jackson's resignation--some marshals say 
he was fired-came as tension reached new 
heights in the wake of a growing number of 
violent incidents that have police and city 
officials worried. 

The Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, leader 
of the Poor People's Campaign, said yesterday 
that reports of assaults and robberies in the 
encampment indicate "restlessness" among 
some residents. 

"We do have some people in the city who 
have not adequately gone through the stage 
of self-purification to my satisfaction," he 
said. 

He said he believes policemen provoke some 
incidents by their presence. 

Park Police Acting Chief Grant Wright 
estimates that about 100 assault~ and other 
violent incidents have occurred inside Resur
rection City since it was built in mid-May 
and that at least 20 visitors have been robbed, 
beaten or stabbed by residents outside the 
snow fence surrounding the encampment. 

Jackson, a Negro who gave up two weeks 
vacation, a week's leave of absence and all 
his nights to help out at the troubled city, 
said: 

"Please, mister, if you put this in your 
newspaper, don't just put the bad things. 
Put in all the good things, too. 

"This is a great Campaign and a just one, 
and it has just goals." 

In a rare instance of candor by a Resur
rection City official, Jackson unburdened 
himself early yesterday after he had calmed 
down a band of Negro youths who almost 
precipitated a serious fight with police. 

DISORDER DENIED 

Later yesterday, the Rev. James Bevel, di
rector of nonviolent action for the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference, denied that 
the youths taunted police-or threw bottles 
at them. 

The incident was witnessed from beginning 
to end by reporters from The Washington 
Post and Washington Evening Star and was 
reported in yesterday's editions of both 
newspapers. 

"There are rape, robbery and cuttings every 
day, and there is nothing we can do about it 
even when we catch the guys who did it," 
Jackson said. 

At another point he said, "There are about 
20 guns in Resurrection City. There are lead 
pipes, knives and Molotov cocktails in there." 

He said he has tried desperately to gain an 
audience with Mr. Abernathy or other SCLC 
leaders to plead with them for some form of 
discipline inside the city. 

DISCIPLINE LACKING 

"My bosses are (Chief Marshal Albert) 
Spencer and Mr. (the Rev. James) Orange 
(an SCLC official) . They are both fine men 
but they just won't allow any kind of dis
cipline in the camp. 

"Today one white guy burned his shanty 
down. He has been a real hard worker around 
here and spent all day in the march but when 
he got back every stick of clothing and furni
ture he had, right down to his bed, had been 
stolen. I guess he was just so frustrated that 
he burned his shanty down to relieve h'1s 
feelings. 

"And he was just about ready to cry he felt 
so bad. I guess we're going to have to punish 
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him. I can hardly blame him though I know 
how he must feel." 

Since Jackson was put in charge of the 
security marshals, Park Police officials say 
he has been the only official of Resurrection 
City with wliom they had decent liaison. 

ALWAYS PEACEMAKER 

"We could always talk to him and he would 
keep us informed if anything serious hap
pened and we know we could trust and deal 
responsibly with him. He was always the 
peacemaker if any young hotheads would 
blow up," said one police source. 

"I'll give you an example of the problems 
we have here," said Jackson during the inter
view. 

"Earlier today one of my marshals caught a 
resident in the act of punching a. white 
woman in the nose and stealing her camera. 
All we could do was paddle his rear with a 
tent stick and put him on a. bus home. 

"When I finish talking to you I got to go 
back and handle three more cases, one 
stabbing, one assault with a tree branch and 
one robbery. 

"The reason the population of this city is 
going down is not mud, poor food, rain or 
lousy homes. Most of these people come from 
places that would make this city look good. 

"THRIVE ON DONATIONS 

"The reason they leave is that men a.re 
getting tired of coming home from a. day's 
picketing to find their belongings stolen or 
their wife raped. 

"I am ashamed to say this but the only 
thing that keeps this camp going is dona
tions of goods and work from white people. 

"If it were left to us it just wouldn't last. 
I just can't understand my black brothers. 
Many of them are able to cause trouble at 
night because they sleep around all day 
while the white residents work. 

"Almost all the whites here are dedicated 
but they take a real hard time from some 
of the blacks. I just can't understand my 
black brothers who will take things from the 
whites and then spit on them. 

"I ask some of these guys if they hate 
whites so much why do they come up here 
and take things from them. Why don't they 
stay in Marks, Miss., where the man put his 
foot on your back and you don't move. 

"They answer that they are needed here 
but that's not the answer. The answer is 
that they can get away with more up here. 

"There a.re all kinds of guys on soapboxes 
in there saying 'we don't need discipline' but 
they are the ones who are going to do wrong. 
Hell, man, you can't run a cat show without 
some kind of discipline but I just can't get 
through to the leaders to tell them this." 

At the end of the interview Jackson was 
almost crying as he recounted what he felt 
were the frustrations of trying to keep order 
without discipline. 

"I'm only afraid that one of these days its 
going to blow up and in 30 years your grand
children and mine will only know about the 
bad things and not the good." 

Jackson's comments came as new incidents 
occurred at Resurrection City. 

Though most residents went about their 
business yesterday ignoring visitors and 
newsmen in the area individual Negro youths 
kept up a continual barrage of hostile com
ments and threats. 

One youth brandished a saw blade and 
cursed an NBC camera crew fllming resi
dents. Other young toughs surrounded the 
crew and it withdrew. 

Later, the crew attempted fllming the city 
from beyond the snow fence boundary. A 
youth hurled a pair of roller skates at them. 
No one was injured. 

At the main gate, a husky Negro cursed 
two white men dressed in business suits 
when they said they were looking for a white 
girl in the city. The Negro ordered the pair to 
leave. They retreated, and spoke to a. mar
shal who entered the city and returned es-

corting a. white girl who appeared to be in 
her teens. 

TENSIONS INCREASE 

Tensions rose during the day as idle resi
dents loitered a.bout the front gate, some 
arguing among themselves, others grumbling 
about the Park and District policemen on 
patrol nearby. 

Chief Grant said marshals and residents 
generally refuse to cooperate with police 
authorities when incidents occur inside the 
city. 

Marshals say the incidents are "internal 
matters" and do not require police interven
tion, and the residents say they don't trust 
the police. 

A complicating factor is that the organiza
tional structure of the marshals has been 
changed at least once. Originally, many mar
shals were recruited from tough urban street 
gangs in a. deliberate efi'ort by SCLC to in
volve disadvantaged youths in leadership 
functions. 

These younger marshals attended to rou
tine matters while an older, elite group 
called "Tent City Rangers" provided major 
security measures and attempted, not always 
successfully, to maintain discipline among 
their younger colleagues. 

The Tent City Rangers were recently aug
mented, and many of the younger marshals 
refuse to recognize them and now operate 
independently of them. 

Park Police say that several gangs from 
Chicago, Milwaukee, Detroit and Memphis 
are also vying for power in the city and that 
one of their weapons is simple terror. 

Police patroling the area say th~y are fre
quently threatened and are the targets of 
stones and bottles. 

PASSING CARS STONED 

Youths have also periodically stoned cars 
passing the city on Independence Avenue. 
Police closed the street for several hours after 
one rash of stone-throwing about two weeks 
ago. 

Numerous residents of the city say their 
cameras, sleeping bags and other personal 
equipment have been stolen. Police say none 
of their cameras has yet turned up in any 
local pawnshops. 

Hosea Williams, chief of direct action for 
the Campaign, said yesterday he suspects 
much of the trouble in the city is instigated 
by "outsiders." 

Bevel compared the situation to infiltra
tion by strike breakers in the labor move
ment and Vietcong "peasants" in South Viet
nam. 

INSURRECTION CITY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I have spoken out many times in 
recent weeks against the abominaJtion 
the Federal Government has allowed to 
be created at Resurrection City, U.S.A. 

It has now become a festering sore in 
our midst that must be excised. 

. Thus, Mr. President, I rise to say, as 
strongly as I possibly can, that in my 
judgment, it is the obligation and duty 
of the executive branch, which issued 
the permit for this misnamed camp 
which has harbored so much turmoil, to 
take the proper steps to see that the 
camp is closed when the permit expires 
this coming Sunday, June 23. 

If it is not closed, there will be more 
problems and more negative results, not 
the least of which will be the damage 
done to the cause of those who are really 
poor and need help, as distinguished 
from those who have sought to exploit 
the situation for their own ends. 

Resurrection City, I am informed re
liably from many sources, has become a 

cesspool from which nothing but further 
virulence and infection can issue. Noth
ing good can possibly be accomplished 
by any further leniency or any new pol
icy of "restraint" in dealing with the 
thugs and hoodlums who have taken it 
over and subverted any decent aims 
which the people who are really poor 
might have had at the beginning. 

Mr. President, Resurrection City can 
now be seen in its true colors. If it is al
lowed to remain in the Nation's Capital, 
it can do nothing except become the 
focal point for destructive new disorders 
which will spread outward from its mud 
and filth. 

We have the word of those directing 
the campaign that their intention, 
henceforth, is disruptive civil disobedi
ence such as was staged on yesterday, 
when they sought to block the streets of 
our Capital City. 

It is revealing that the civil disobedi
ence of yesterday followed a number of 
meetings with various officials since the 
residents of Resurrection City came to 
Washington. Everywhere, these people 
have been met with responsible efforts to 
hear their complaints. Members of the 
Government of both the executive and 
legislative branches have bent over back
ward to listen to these people. Allow
ances have been made and established 
rules have been broken, so that any just 
grievances could be heard. In the mean
time, constructive administrative and 
legislative actions have been taken
not as a result necessarily of the so
called Poor People's Campaign but as a 
result of the work and study· already 
underway prior to the creation of Res
urrection City. 

What has been the predictable result? 
A new wave of civil disobedience-which 
is another name for lawlebsness; a cal
lous disinterest in anything that has been 
accomplished so far; the demand for 
"get more," and "let us get another po
liceman." 

Even those who have heretofore sup
ported this mismanaged, misguided, mis
begotten campaign must surely have 
been disillusioned by the public display 
of shiftlessness and laziness and law
lessness that the inhabitants of Resur
rection City have put on for all to see. 

Where they might have created public 
goodwill and an image of people eager 
and willing to help themselves, they have 
shown only a slovenly disregard for even 
the elemental ingredients of a self-dis
ciplined, energetic, and self-respecting 
community. 

Their garbage has been strewn on the 
park grounds. The mess has been al
lowed to -accumulate. Even the tables in 
the dining halls, ~ccording to the press, 
have been left uncleaned by trashy vis
itors who have taken advantage of sym
pathetic people whose work and generos- . 
ity have fed them. 

Resurrection City became a slum al
most from the moment it was created. 
It has now become a jungle, which much 
more appropriately should be known as 
"Insurrection City.'' 

Mr. President, it will be an outrage 
if the executive branch of our Govern
ment supinely allows this cancer to con
tinue. 

Some apologists for Resurrection City 
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have charged that the press has not told 
the true story, that it has played up only 
some of the bad things about the Poor 
People's Campaign and what has been 
going on beside the ~:fleeting Pool.. . 

There may be some merit 1n the 
charge, but it may not lie in the direc
tion of making Resurrection City look 
bad. Rather, the press, in the opinion of 
some people, has made Resurrection City 
look far too good. I do not say there has 
been deliberate distortion. Instead, in the 

-humanitarian desire to aid people really 
in need, and to further their cause, the 
press may have simply played down the 
bad things. 

I think that the press may have found 
1t difficult to get exposure to the facts, 
in many instances. But, Mr. President, 
the facts had to come out and, today, in 
the Washington Post, we are told by a 
resident of the city itself that robbery, 
rape, and violence have been rampant-
that, in fact, Resurrection City, from the 
beginning, has been a place unsafe even 
for its own inhabitants. 

Mr. President, I am on record .from the 
outset as having oppooed this method of 
petitioning the Federal Government. 
There is nothing to prevent any citizen, 
or any group of citirens, from petition
ing-through many legitimate chan
nels-the Government for redress of their 
grievances; but there is also nothing 1n 
the law, or in precedent, which says that 
the Federal Government must debase it
self by allowing an enclave of the worst 
elements in our society to be established 
and subsidired on public grounds at the 
foot of the Washington Monument and 
the Lincoln Memorial-public properties 
that belong to all Americans, including 
those who are willing to work and who 
obey the law. 

Those two great Presidents-Washing
ton and Jefferson-would probably be as 
outraged as I am at what the Federal 
Government is allowing to happen. Let 
public notice be served by the executive 
branch today that when the permit for 
this shanty jungle expires on Sunday, 
it will not be renewed; that the place 
will be sealed off; that any who seek to 
defy the law further by remaining will 
be arrested and evicted; that the shan
ties will be torn down; and that the 
parkland will be restored to its original 
condition and use. 

The executive branch issued the origi
nal permit. It is the responsibility of the 
executive branch now to act to remove 
this carbuncle of infectious disorder from 
Federal properties if the occupants of 
the so-called Resurrection City will not 
leave voluntarily. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD an estimate 
of the cost to the District of Columbia 
for the Poor People'.s Campaign through 
June 15, 1968. That cost is broken down 
among the various departments, and the 
overall total as of June 15, 1968, 
amounted to $252,729 .. 

There being no objection, the estimate 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 21, 1968. 
Hon. RommT C. BY.RD, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for the Di3trict of Columbia, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: The estimated cost to 
the District of Columbia for the Poor Peo-

ple's Campaign through June lfi, 1968 is as 
follows: 

Total Tomi 
cost Prior cost 

Agency or department week reported through 
ending costs June 15, 
June 15 1968 

General Administration ___________ ----- ___ $100 $100 
Metropolitan Washington Council 

$136 l·~~ 1,476 of Governments _______________ 
Corporation Council__ ___________ 237 4,626 
Metropolitan Police _____________ 41, 994 95:410 137, 404 
Fire Department__ ______________ 2,619 10,2n 12, 912 
District of Columbia Bail Agency __ 210 221 
Department of Corrections _______ 840 536 1,376 
Licenses and Inspections ________ 31 492 523 
National Park Service, National 6,822 121,040 127, 862 

Capital Region ________________ 

11, ~~~ 40, 713 52, 670 Public Health ___________________ 
Public Welfare __________________ 1,047 1, 902 
Highways and Traffic ___________ 215 3,8i~ 4,o~g Motor Vehicles ____________ ___ __ 7 
Sanitary Engineering ____ --------
Grand Washington Aqueduct_ ____ 

1, 275 
226 

5,346 
712 6,m 

Grand tobL___ _________ 67, 424 185, 305 252, 729 

11 n addition it is estimated that $55,730 in Federal funds have 
been spent to date. The amount of $63,130 reported last week 
for the estimated Federal funds spent to date should have been 
$42,090. 

No attempt has been made to pro-rate the 
cost of the Executive omce or the City Coun
cil for the Poor People's Campaign. 

This is the fourth report relative to the 
cost of the Poor People's Campaign. Similar 
reports will be submitted weekly to you. 
Further, a final report following the Poor 
People's C~paign will be prepared for you 
and for other levels of authority. 

If this Office can say or do more concern
ing any of this please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. P. HERMAN, 

Budget Officer, District of Columbia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I also ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the RECORD a copy of a telegram 
which I am today sending to the Secre
tary of the Interior and the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Hon. STEWART L. UDALL, 

Secretary of the Interior, 
Interior Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
Attorney General RAMSEY CLARK, 
Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 

The permissive position taken thus far by 
your department regarding the so-called 
Poor People's Campaign is to my knowledge 
without parallel in the history of our coun
try. The growing mllitant effrontery and in
transigence of this group which is apparently 
presently largely constituted of young toughs 
has created deep resentment among the law
abiding citizens of our land. There can now 
be no question as to the necessity of taking 
immediate action to firmly deny any new 
extensions of the permit . for future desecra
tion of our national landmarks. 

Let me still again urge you as strongly as 
I possibly can to take no further action that 
could be and would be construed as encour
agement of the seed of violence .and disorder 
which are clearly beginning to sprout in our 
midst and show through this transparent 
effort to disrupt if not destroy the orderly, 
democratic processes of constitutional gov
ernment. 

RoBERT C. BYRD, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I also ask unanimous consent to in
sert in the RECORD various pertinent 
newspaper articles. 

There being no objection, the news 

articles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 21, 

1968] 
RESURlU!lCTION CITY: A COMMUNITY CON

CERNED BY GROWING VIOLENCE 
(By David A. Jewell and Paul W. Valentine) 

"The reason the population of this city is 
going down is not mud, poor food, rain or 
lousy homes ..• The reason they leave is 
that men are getting tired of coming home 
from a day's picketing to find their belong
ings stolen or their wife raped." 

These are the words of Alvin Jackso.n, 35, 
a Washington TV repairman, who until his 
resignation yesterday afternoon was the chieif 
security marshal at Resurrection Olty. 

"If the leaders don't do SOllllethlng soon, 
this is going to be known as blood city in
stead of Resurrection Oity." 

Jackson's resignation-sozne marshals say 
he was fired--came as tension ree.ched new 
heighta in the wake of a growing number of 
violent incddents that have police and city 
ofilcials worried. 

The Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, leader of 
the Poor People's Campaign, said yi*!tetrday 
that reports of assaults and robberies in the 
encampment indicate "restlessness" among 
some res-idents. 

'We do have some people in the city who 
have not adequately gone thro•IJgh the stage 
of self-purification to my satk:;faction," he 
said. 

He said he believes policemen provoke some 
ln<:idents by their presence. 

Park Police Acting Chief Grant Wright 
estimates that about 100 assaults and other 
violent incidents have occurred inside Resur
rection Oity since it was built in mid-May 
and that at least 20 visitors have been robbed, 
beaten or stabbed by residents outside the 
snow fence surrounding the encampment. 

Jackson, a Negro who gave up two weeks 
vacation, a week's leave of absence and all his 
nights to help out at the trembled city, said: 

"Please, mister, if you put this in your 
newspaper, don't just put the bad things. Put 
in all the good things, too. 

"This is a great Campaign and a Just one, 
and it has just goals." 

In a rare instance of oondor by a ResUITec
tlon Olty omctal, Jackson unburdened him
self early yesterday a.fter he ,had ca.lmed do.wn 
a band of Negro youths who a.Im.ost precip
itated a serious fight with police. 

DISORDER DENIED 
Later yesterday, the Rev. James Bevel, di

rector of nonviolent action for the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference denied that 
the youths taunted police-or threw bottles 
at them. 

The incident was witnessed from begin
ning to end by reporters from The Washing
ton Post and Washington Evening Star and 
was reported in yesterday's editions of both 
newspapers. 

"There are rape, robbery and cuttings ev
ery day, and there is nothing we can do about 
it even when we catch the guys who did it," 
Jackson said. 

At another point he said, "There are about 
20 guns in Resurrection City. There are lead 
pipes, knives, and Molotov cocktails in 
there." 

He said he has tried desperately to gain an 
audience with Mr. Abernathy or other SCLC 
leaders to plead with them for some form of 
discipline inside the city. 

DISCIPLINE LACKING 

"My bosses are (Chief Marshal Albert) 
Spencer and Mr. (the Rev. James) Orange 
(an SCLC ofilcial) . They are both fine men 
but they just won't allow any kind of dis
cipline in the camp. 

"Today one white guy burned his shanty 
down. He has been a real ha.rd worker around 
here and spent all day In the march but 
when he got back every stitch of clothing and 
furniture he had, right down to his bed, had. 
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been stolen. I guess he was just so frustrated 
that he burned his shanty down to relieve 
his feelings. 

"And he was just about ready to cry he 
felt so bad. I guess we're going to have to 
punish him. I can hardly blame him though 
I know how he must feel." 

Since Jackson was put in charge of the 
security marshals, Park Police ofilcials say 
he has been the only ofilcial of Resurrection 
City with whom they had decent liaison. 

ALWAYS PEACEMAKER 
"We could always talk to him and he 

would keep us informed if anything serious 
happened and we know we could trust and 
deal responsibly with him. He was always 
the peacemaker if any young hotheads would 
blow up," said one police source. 

"I'll give you an example of the prob
lems we have here," said Jackson during the 
interview. 

"Earlier today one of my marshals caught 
a resident in the act of punching a white 
woman in the nose and stealing her camera. 
All we could do was paddle his rear with 
a tent sVl.ck and put him on a bus home. 

"When I finish talking to you I got to 
go back and handle three more cases, one 
stabbing, one assault with a tree branch 
and one robbery. 

"The reason the population of this city 
is going down is not mud, poor food, rain 
or lousy homes. · Most of these people come 
from places that would make this city look 
good. 

THRIVE ON DONATIONS 
"The reason they leave is that men are 

getting tired of coming home from a day's 
picke~ing to find their belongings stolen 
or their wife raped. 

"I am ashamed to say this but the only 
thing that keeps this camp going is dona
tions of goods and work from white people. 

"If it were left to us it just wouldn't 
last. I just can't understand my black 
brothers. Many of them are able to cause 
trouble at night because they sleep around 
all day while the white residents work. 

"Almost all the whites here are dedicated 
but they take a real hard time from some 
of the blacks. I just can't understand my 
black brothers who will take things from 
the whites and then spit on them. 

"I ask some of these guys if they hate 
whites so much why do they come up here 
and take things from them. Why don't they 
stay in Marks, Miss., where the man puts 
his foot on your back and you don't move. 

"They answer that they are needed here 
but that's not the answer. The answer is 
that they can get away with more up here. 

"They are all kinds of guys on soapboxes 
in there saying 'we don't need discipline' 
but they are the ones who are going to do 
wrong. Hell, man, you can't run a cat show 
without some kind of discipline but I just 
can't get through to the leaders to •tell them 
this." 

At the end of the interview Jackson was 
almost crying as he recounted what he felt 
were the frustrations of trying to keep order 
with discipline. 

"I'm only afraid that one of these days 
its going to blow up and in 30 years your 
grandchildren and mine will only know about 
the bad things and not the good." . 

Jackson's comments came as new incidents 
occurred at Resurrection City. 

Though most residents went about their 
business yesterday ignoring visitors and 
newsmen in the area, individual Negro 
youths, kept up a continual barrage of 
hostile comments and threats. 

One youth brandished a saw blade and 
cursed an NBC camera crew filming resi
dents. Other young toughs surrounded the 
crew and it withdrew. 

Later, the crew attempted filming the city 
from beyond the snow fence boundary. A 
youth hurled a pair ot roller skates at them. 
No one was injured. 

At the main gate, a husky Negro cursed 
two wlll:te men dressed in business su1 ts 
when they said they were looking for a 
white girl in the city. The Negro ordered the 
pair to leave. They retreated, ail.d spoke to a 
marshal who entered the city and returned 
escorting a white girl who appeared to be 
in her teens. 

TENSIONS INCREASE 
Tensions rose during the day as idle resi

dents loitered about the front gate, some 
arguing among themselves, others grumbling 
about the Park and District policemen on 
patrol nearby. 

Chief Grant said marshals and residents 
generally refuse to cooperate with police 
authorities wher. incidents occur inside the 
city. 

Marshals say the incidents are "internal 
matters" and do not require police inter
vention, and the residents say they don't 
trust the police. 

A complicating factor is that the organi
zational structure of the marshals has been 
changed at least once. Originally, many mar
shals were recruited from tough urban street 
gangs in a deliberate effort by SCLC to in
volve disadvantaged youth in leadership 
functions. 

These younger marshals attended to 
routine matters while an older, elite group 
called "Tent City Rangers" provided major 
security measures and attempted, not al
ways successfully, to maintain discipline 
among their younger colleagues. 

The Tent City Rangers were recently aug
mented, and many of the younger marshals 
refuse to recognize them and now operate 
independently of them. 

Park Police say that several gangs from 
Chicago, Milwaukee, Detroit and Memphis 
are also vying for power in the city and that 
one of their weapons is simple terror. 

Police patroling the area say they are 
frequently threatened and are the targets of 
stones and bottles. 

PASSING CARS STONED 
Youths have also periodically stoned cars 

passing the city on Independence Avenue. 
Police closed the street for several hours after 
one rash of stone-throwing about two weeks 
ago. 

Numerous residents of the city say their 
cameras, sleeping bags and other personal 
equipment have been stolen. Police say none 
of the cameras has yet turned up in any 
local pawnshops. 

Hosea Williams, chief of direct action for 
the Campaign, said yesterday he suspects 
much of the trouble in the city is instigated 
by "outsiders." 

Bevel compared the situation to infiltra
tion by strike breakers in the labor move
ment and Vietcong "peasants•• in south 
Vietnam. 

[From the Washington (D.C.). Post, June 21, 
1968) 

TEAR GAS ROUTS 300 MARCHERS-POLICE PRO
TESTERS CLASH-77 ARRESTED AT AGRICULTURE 

Metropolitan and Park Police hurled tear 
gas into an unruly crowd of rock- and bot
tle-throwing Poor People's Campaign march
ers last night during a heated confronta
tion outside Resurrection City. 

A combination of tear gas and Campaign 
marshals' muscles drove the unruly crowd 
back into Resurrection City after a hectic 
half hour. A flash fire just after 2 a.m. in the 
tent city sparked renewed unrest but it was 
short-11 ved. 

The confrontation occurred at 8 p.m. when 
about 300 Campaigners returned to the 
encampment from a demonstration at the 
Department of Agriculture where 77 persons 
were arrested. That demonstration, in which 
six Campaigners and three policemen were 
injured, came on the heels of a call by the 
Campaign's leader, the Rev. Ralph David 
Abernathy, for increased civil disobedience. 

When the group returning from the Agri
culture Department started crossing 17th 
Street on the east side of Resurrection City, 

. a dozen of them sat in a line across the 
street 100 yards north of Independence Av
enue, blocking trafilc for the group to cross. 

A Metropolitan policeman, the only one on 
duty at the site, attempted unsuccessfully 

. to persuade the group to move on, and most 

. of those who had already crossed the street 
began returning. 

At this point a white woman, caught up in 
the mass traffic jam With her husband, 
screamed out her car window: 

"We're going to a hospital, doesn't that 
make any difference to you?" 

Youths swarmed around the car and the 
policeman, Sgt. L. T. Hankins, called for 
reinforcements at 8:02 p.m. 

Park and Metropolitan Police units ar
rived moments later to form a line on the 
west side of 17th Street. 

The youths, who by then numbered near
ly 300, began hurling bottles, rocks and 
sticks of the baton type carried by Resur
rection City marshals at the 150 policemen. 

Assistant Police Chief Jerry Wilson threw 
three tear gas canisters into the crowd at 
8:04 p.m. and gas masks were distributed to 
all policemen. 

Deputy Police Chief Raymond S. Pyles was 
hit by several objeets hurled from the crowd. 
At this point, Wilson instructed his men: 
"OK, the ground rules are any rock thrown 
over here, throw tear mta back." 

Reporters said a total of 15 tear gas can
isters were thrown into the crowd by po
lice. Campaign marshals said several also 
were tossed over the snow fence into Resur
rection City about 200 yards away, but police 
denied this. 

After about 20 minutes of direct confron
tation, police and Campaign marshals con
ferred and the police agreed to pull back if 
the marshals would restore order. 

The marshals then linked arms and forced 
most of the demonstrators back into Resur
rection City 

Once inside, a loudspeaker directed the 
women and children to go to their homes 
and the men to stand by. The men were 
massed at a meeting inside the city at 9 
p.m., receiving undisclosed instructions while 
police milled outside. 

The group was still meeting at 11 :30 p.m., 
an hour after police had released 80 of their 
men from the scene. They had been held over 
from their regular day shift. 

About midnight, there were still more 
than 100 policemen near Resurrection City, 
some armed with shotguns. A line of Park 
Police was assembled along the Reflecting 
Pool, while the remainder were gathered in 
small groups further back in the Mall area. 
Assistant Attorney General Fred M. Vin
son Jr., was on the scene conferring with 
police. 

Traffic on 17th Street, which had been 
closed in the arc ~- from the start of the in
cident about 8 p.m., was permitted to move 
along the section again about 11 :30 p.m. 

Mr. Abernathy, Campaign leader, addressed 
the group at midnight and urged the women 
and children to go to bed to be "ready for 
business in the morning." 

He called on Resurrection City's "able 
bodied men" to stand guard through the 
night. 

"We're going to stand guard, going to 
stand fast," he said. "If a policeman comes 
in they're going to come in over me." 

Mr. Abernathy also said another meeting 
would be held sometime before dawn in the 
camp. 

After a quiet two hours in which Cam
paign marshals patrolled the perimeter of 
the city with flashlights, the interior of the 
city was lighted with a fire in its center 
section at 2:15 a.m. 

Fire oft'lcials said two of the wooden shan
ties were burning and reporters saw :flames 
jumping 18 feet into the air. Firemen were 
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permitted in the city and immediately put 
out the flames. 

No cause for the fire could be determined 
but moments after it was extinguished Mr. 
Abernathy addressed the city over the loud
speaker urging residents to return to bed. 

"Our security is as good as ever. Go back 
to bed. We need you tomorrow," he said. 

The Agriculture Department demonstra
tion earlier occurred after participants in 
the Campaign turned to mass civil disobe
dience in an effort to dramatize their de
mands. 

They used their bodies to block the De
partment's doorways and also surged into 
12th Street nw ., bringing rush hour traffic 
to a. temporary halt. 

Most of those arrested simply went limp 
and were dragged to buses waiting to haul 
them to the central cellblock at Police Head
quarters. 

Police met resistance from many demon
strators, however, and some officers made 
use of their night sticks in the effort to re
store order. 

The action began within an hour after 
Mr. Abernathy told newsmen the Campaign 
would intensify its program of civil disobe
dience. 

There were indications, however, that the 
confrontation yesterday took place without 
the knowledge or approval of the Campaign's 
top leaders. 

At one point early in the disturbance, at
torney Frank Reeves, one of Mr. Abernathy's 
legal advisers, arrived at the scene and told 
the demonstrators that "We are nonviolent 
and must remain nonviolent." 

He also expressed concern that none of the 
Campaign's principal leaders was present 
when the arrests began. 

The action broke out after a group of 
about 80 protesters walked from Resurrec
tion City to the Agriculture Department. Be
fore leaving, they huddled with Hosea. Wil
liams, the Campaign's chief of direct action, 
who would not permit reporters to listen. 
Williams did not accompany the group. 

Arriving at the Department about 3 p.m., 
the marchers ate lunch, served from a. 
caterer's truck parked at the building's Mall 
entrance. 

They then demanded an appointment with 
Agriculture Secretary Orville L. Freeman. 

Freeman's aides explained that the Secre
tary was busy, but would be glad to meet 
with a small group of no more than 12 per
sons if they would first set up an appoint
ment. 

The marchers then dispersed and took up 
positions in the building's doorways. 

At that point, District Public Safety Direc
tor Patrick V. Murphy and Wilson conferred 
with Joseph M. Robertson, Assistant Secre
tary for Administration, and Thomas R. 
Hughes, Freeman's executive assistant. The 
decision was made then to remove the dem
onstrators. 

Hughes explained: "This is a violation 
of the law ... we have no choice but to 
have our building open for public business." 

Using a portable loudspeaker, Wilson ap
proached seven demonstrators sprawling in 
front of the north building's Independence 
Avenue entrance. 

He told them, "In the name of the people 
of the District of Columbia, I order you to 
disperse or you are under arrest." When they 
refused to move, police moved in and hauled 
them to two waiting buses, one for male 
prisoners and one for women. 

The first protester removed, a slender Ne
gro in blue denims, shouted "Freedom now, 
baby," as he was being pulled .away. 

Police then cleared the other doorways in 
turn, methodically photographing and mak
ing out arrest slips for each arrestee. 

The first busload of 22 men arrived at the 
central cellblock about 6 p.m. The suspects, 
chanting "Here comes the judge," were each 
charged with disorderly conduct and placed 
on $300 bond. 

A second group of about 50 marchers ar
rived on the scene about 5 :30. Members of 
both this and the original group moved into 
12th Street and blocked traffic temporarily. 

The officers moved out to clear the street, 
dragged demonstrators onto the sidewalks, 
occasionally using their night sticks. 

Deputy Chief Police Joseph V. Osterman, 
head of the Traffic Division, said the demon
stration at Agriculture "tied up rush-hour 
traffic good and tight." 

He said the "whole downtown" was con
gested because of the interference with traf
fic on Independence Avenue and the diffi
culty of access to 14th Street during the 
demonstration period. 

Police removed several persons by placing 
clubs under their chins and tugging. One 
youth was pulled by his hair. A reporter over
heard one officer tell a demonstrator, "I've 
been waiting for this for a long time." 

Waves of protesters arrived during the next 
two hours and police estimated the demon
strators' peak strength at between 525 and 
550 members. 

William and the Rev. Jesse Jackson, an
other Campaign official, arrived at the scene 
about 6:45 p .m. 

At about 6 p.m., part of the crowd of dem
onstrators surged into a line .of policemen 
and about 20 officers retaliated by swinging 
their clubs. At least three persons were felled. 

One youth showed blood on his head and 
an older man accused police of breaking his 
arm. Another elderly marcher was seen lying 
on a. grassy area with a cut over one eye 
and a puffy face. 

A group of marchers circled him and 
sang "We Shall Overcome." Others poured 
water on him while onlookers shouted, "Who 
hit the brother?" 

The protesters, mostly young people, 
shouted taunting remarks at police and made 
things difficult for them by continually 
shifting the scene of action. The outbreaks 
occurred over a. wide area adjoining the Agri
culture Department. 

Frank Reeves, legal advisor to the Cam
paign, was seen arguing with one group and 
told them, "What you•re doing is not SCLC 
policy. I know what the policy is. I get it 
from Abernathy." 

Leon Hall, one of those who led a. force of 
reinforcements to the scene from R~surrec
tion City, answered, "Your job is to get us 
out of jail, not to worry how we get in." 

Reeves later commented, "In my observa
tion, there was some l;>ruta.lity on the part 
of police," but he added: "It was a. moving 
situation and there was provocation on both 
sides." 

Campaign representatives held a. milder 
confrontation with · authorities yesterday, 
during a 1Y:z-hour meeting with Federal and 
District officials on the question of possi
ble renewal of the Campaign's permit to oc
cupy Resurrection City, which expires at 8 
p.m. Sunday. No decision was reached and 
meetings are expected to continue today. 

Meanwhile, it was learned that House 
leaders have deferred until next week action 
on a. pending bill that would ban all over
night camping on public land in Washington. 

However, key House m1.;mbers agree that 
pressure is building to bring the bill to a. vote 
next week. 

On the House floor, just before adjourn
ment last night, several members asked Ma
jority Leader Carl Albert (D-Okla..) when the 
bill would come up. 

The members, among them House Rules 
Committee Chairman William M. Colmer 
(D-Miss.) said they will press for vote early 
in the week if the Interior Department agrees 
to another permit extension. 

At his 3 p .m. news briefing, Mr. Abernathy 
warned that the Poor People's Campaign will 
"escalate" its activity "because we•re not 
satisfied with the response so far. 

"We wanted to move the Congress and the 
Federal agencies we visited ... by going step 
by step to show what could be done. Now 

it's apparent they are not going to respond,'' 
he said. 

He added, "I just think it's a. racist Con
gress." 

Sterling Tucker, who coordinated the Soli
darity Day march on Wednesday, said he was 
"seriously disappointed" that members of 
Congress had not sent a message to the 
marchers indicating their willingness to act 
on the Campaign's demands. 

He said he felt that many members who 
participated in the gathering "came to be 
seen." 

Tucker also quarrelled with the official po
lice estimate that a.bout 50,000 persons at
tended the Wednesday rally. He claimed at -
least 105,000 were present. 

Ironically, the demonstration at Agricul
ture came on a day when department officials 
voiced their intention to review the Na
tion's food stamp program and said they may 
act to cut the cost of the stamps to the poor. 

John A. Schnittker, Undersecretary of Agri
culture, said "appropriate adjustments" will 
be made if needy families must spend too 
much of their limited incomes for the 
stamps. 

Schnittker's comments were made in a talk 
to the District Welfare Advisory Council. 

In a related development, the House Edu
cation and Labor Oommittee unanimously 
approved legislation setting up a Federal 
commission to study hunger in the United 
States and report back by next Jan. 30. 

It would have from 11 to 25 members 
named by the Presiden.t and would look into 
the whole problem of hunger and malnu
tr-ition. 

At the quieter demonstration yesterday, 
members of the Campaign's Indian contin
gent demonstrated for several hours at the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Bureau Commissioner Robert Bennett said 
there is great sympathy at the Interior De
partment for the demonstrators demands, 
which relate to food, jobs and education. 

Several members of Oongress commented 
yesterday on various aspects of the oam
paign. 

Sen. Robert C. Byrd (D-W. Va.) who fa
vored the first extension of the campers' .per
mit, said he would not agree to another. 

Asked what should be done if the Cam
paigners do not get an extension and refuse 
tp move outt he said: 

"Lt was an executive decision originally 
and the Executive Department ought to get 
those people out of there . • . even if they 
have to be carried out." 

However, Sen. Edward W. Brooke (R-Mass.) 
said the protesters should be allowed to re
main, if they wish, until Congress adjourns. 

Interviewed on NBC-TV's "Today" show, 
he noted that lobbyists paid for various in
terests regularly sit in on Senate sessions. 
"I don't think there should be any difference 
between a rich man and a. poor man lobby
ing,'' he said. 

Sen. Daniel B. Brewster (D-Md.) said the 
Campaign participants have "made their 
needs known" and should begin at once to 
restore the camp and leave Washington. 

At the camp a shouting match developed 
when the encampment's "City Council"
made up of representatives from the various 
racial and geographic groups taking part in 
the Campaign-wrankled over who is in 
charge of running the camp. 

Chief Big Snake, an Indian from Okla
homa who is the Council's chairman, said 
the Council should have charge but that the 
SCLC has not given it enough authority. 

Hosea Williams countered by saying the 
Council does not have responsib11ity and that 
any administrative failures at the camp are 
its faults. 

At one point in the late afternoon, the 
camp's loudspeakers broadcast a recorded 
statement made by Mrs. Martin Luther King 
Jr. in which she thanked the residents for 
coming and for staging a. forceful demonstra
tion of the impact of poverty. 
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June 21, 1968} 
ABERNATHY Vows NEW PROTEST-POLICE AR

REST 81, USB TEAR GAS IN SERIES OF CLASHES 

New protests today have been promised by 
the Rev. Ralph David Abernathy in the wake 
of the worst eruption of violence in the Poor 
People's Campaign to date--an outbreak yes
terday that culminated in 81 arrests and a 
police barrage of tear gas. 

Abernathy, president of the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference, said at a 
press conference y~terday: 

" ... The actual use of nonviolent action 
must now be escalated." He said this would 
begin today. 

Even as Abernathy was speaking, however, 
mass civil disobedience tactics were starting 
at the Department of Agriculture where an 
initial contingent of 100 protestem quickly 
grew to 500. 

MASSIVE TRAFFIC TIEUP 

As police moved in to clear department 
doorways, the protesters took to the streets, 
zig-zagging along Independence Avenue from 
12th to 14th Streets and along a section of 
14th Street, causing a massive, hours-long 
traffic tieup. 

Although many of those arrested went Ump 
in the ttreet and allowed police to dump 
them into patrol wagons, there were out
breaks of fist-swinging and use of police 
batons amid the curses and threats. 

Thousands of motorists and departmental 
employes watched the flowing confrontation 
from upper windows of the bullding, occas
ionally thouting at the demonstrators. 

Police reported that 49 men, 28 women and 
4 juveniles were arrested at the Department 
of Agriculture. Three of the men were 
charged with assault on a. policeman and the 
majority were charged with disorderly 
conduct and obstructing traffic. 

Instead of the usual $10 collateral, most 
of those arrested were hit with a. maximum 
$200 bond requirement. The juveniles were 
ta.ken to the D.C. Receiving Home. 

p0LICE RUSHED TO THE SCENE 

As the strong police unit finally was clear
ing the area and campaigners were flowing 
back to Resurrection City on The Mall, 
trouble again exploded at the east end of 
the Reflecting Pool area at 17th Street, and 
more than 20 police were rushed to the scene. 

As about 100 of the campaigners were 
crossing 17th Street-about midway between 
Constitution and Independence Avenues
trouble again broke out, when police at
tempted to halt the interference with traffic. 

Within minutes, a volley of rocks and bot
tles were being aimed at police and reinforce
ments were called. 

BATTLE FOR 45 MINUTES 

As the 100 campaigners in the initial 
group were joined by about 100 more from 
the camp--many of whom were just on
lookers-Assistant Police Chief Jerry V. Wil
son hurled the first tear-gas grenade into 
the milling mob and ordered his men and 
Park Police to retaliate with gas for Inisslles 
from the crowd. 

As traffic became totally snarled during 
the ebb and flow of the 45-minute battle, 
one campaigner sat with his back against 
the bumper of an idling car. Others sat with 
hands or legs against the wheels of others. 

Several police cars, including Wilson's, 
were struck by rocks as the clouds of tear 
gas hung over the usually quiet area. 

Police credited some of the camp marshals 
with preventing the violence from growing. 

They rushed from the tent city and formed 
a human barrier between police and the 
angry, rock-throwing crowd. Police were still 
fl.ring tear gas as the marshals joined hands 
and slowly but successfully began pushing 
the demonstrators back toward the ca.mp. 

POLICE P~SE MARSHALS 

Police officials credited the marshals with 
doing "a darn good job" in their quick ac
tion. 

Police said they fired a. total of 16 tear 
gas grenades and about 24 baseball-type gas 
containers. 

At one point, some of the campaigners 
broke through the chain of marshals and 
ran screaming toward the police. As the riot
equipped officers-some with riot shields
stood firm, another group of · marshals 
caught up with the charging men and 
tackled or wrestled them to the ground. 

Among the 200 policemen that were mo
bilized at the scene within 15 minutes, were 
members of the city's specially trained Civil 
Disturbance unit, which saw extensive duty 
during last April's riots here. 

BEGINS REDUCING FORCE 

As darkness fell after 8:30 p.m., police 
gradually began reducing their force until 
only a handful of officers remained at the 
17th Street end of the Reflecting Pool 
through the night. 

At the height of the violence, police at 
the west end-or main entrance--of Resur
rection City were reinforced to about 40, all 
With helmets and carrying gas masks. A 
crowd of about 100 milled about, but re
maining generally orderly. By about 2 a.m. 
the camp was quiet. 

The demonstration at Agriculture began 
shortly after noon with about 100 protesters. 

It was getting late in the afternoon when 
the demonstrators began blocking doorways 
of both the north and south buildings, trap
ping thousands of workers getting ready to 
leave for home. 

Police moved in at the request of Joseph 
M. Robertson, assistant secretary of agricul
ture, and the fracas was underway. 

POLICE WATCH GATHERING 

Fewer than 25 Metropolitan and Park Po
lice officers watched the early afternoon gath
ering of demonstrators as they returned to 
the Agriculture Department and then 
stopped to have a. hot lunch of ham, scal
loped potatoes, salad and cake, served from 
a catering truck. 

It was getting late in the afternoon when 
the demonstrators told Robertson that they 
wanted to meet with Agriculure Secretary 
Orville Freeman. 

Robertson said he would need 15 minutes 
"to think about it," and walked away. 

"We gonna wait 15 minutes, and then get 
on with the next order of business," one dem
onstration leader announced. 

Robertson returned and said Freeman 
would meet with no more than a dozen 
demonstrators. 

The demonstrators conferred briefly and 
where they turned south to Independence 
Avenue, split into two groups and walked 
along both sides of the street, dropping off 
three or four campaigners at each entrance. 

ALL DOORS BLOCKED 

With the demonstrators blocking all doors, 
Robertson formally asked police to clear 
them, and the prisoner transport buses 
pulled up. 

Several of the demonstrators were singing 
such protest songs as "Ain't gonna let no
body turn us around," and chanted to the 
police "We're going to jail ... We know you 
can't jail us all." 

Led by Assistant Police Chief Wilson, the 
police methodically first cleared the main 
doorways and then the two parking lots fac
ing Independence Avenue. 

Wilson told each troup of pickets that he 
was acting under the direction of the secre
tary of agriculture because "you are incom
moding this driveway in violation of the 
law. In the name of the people of the Dis
trict of Columbia, I order you to move or 
you will be arrested." 

Just ahead of Wilson at each arrest point 

was Howard University Law Prof. Frank 
Reeves, who has volunteered his services to 
SCLC. He said he didn't know who was lead
ing the demonstrations and that no top 
SCLC officials were present. 

ISSUES WARNINGS 

Reeves warned ea.ch demonstrator, "I want 
to be sure you know once you are arrested 
that present SCLC policy .is jail no ball. The 
penalty is 90 days or a $250 fine or both." 

"Is that all," one demonstrator shouted 
back. "I had hoped to get at least life." An
other demonstrator asked Reeves if he could 
make a phone call after his arrest. When 
assured he could, the youth said, "O.k., if I 
can get a phone call." 

Using a special mass-arrest procedure, an 
arrest team picked up each demonstrator, 
searohed him, filled out the arrest forms 
and stapled on his photograph, taken on the 
spot with a Polaroid camera. 

Most of the demonstrators walked peace
fully to the buses, but some went limp and 
had to be oorried. 

The arrested pickets, sitting in the buses 
watching further arrests, shouted and sang. 
One man yelled, "Hey, captain, you better 
not hit him or it's goodby Washington." 

BETTER DO RIGHT 

Another group slapped hands rhythmically 
and chanted, "You better do right white 
man, do right, or we're gonna get mad." 

One of the demonstrators waiting to be 
arrested said that many of the whites in the 
group had come in over the weekend to take 
part in Wednesday's march and to be avail
able if the government decides to run the 
campaigners out of Resurreotion City at the 
expiration of the camping permit, which 
runs out Sunday. 

At about 5:25 p.m. the police radios re
ported an announcement had been heard 
over Resurrection City's loudspeakers that 
more demonstrators were being recruited to 
reinforce those being arrested at Agriculture. 

The police, who had arrested about 50 at 
that point, decided to send women on the 
buses to the Women's Detention Center and 
the men to the Central Cell Block. 

Robertson said he was going to tell Agri
culture Department employes to start going 
home, and it appeared that with the main 
entrances cleared the police were not going 
to make any more arrests. 

About 10 or 15 minutes later Leon Hall, a 
short fiery SCLC field worker from Alabama, 
arrived and began telling demonstrators to 
leave the doorways. 

Hall, with a growing group behind hlm, 
walked up to Reeves advising demon&trators 
of the penalties they might face, and 
growled, "Don't listen to him running our 
demonstration. Your job is to get us out of 
jail ... You ain't helping us, you helping 
them ... You are a white man's nigger." 

IGNORES INVECTIVE 

Reeves ignored Hall's invective and con
tinued to advise the pickets. 

Hall and his group of about 40 demon
strators then walked to the southwest corner 
of Independence and 12th Street. 

With an order that the campaigners fol
low him, Hall directed the group to split in 
two, with one marching into the rush-hour 
traffic on Independence, the other across 
12th. 

For a few moments the police in the area 
looked confused and stunned as traffic began 
to build up. Some officers tried to direct the 
vehicles through the demonstrators, but 
every time a hole would open, the demon
strators would plug it. 

Suddenly several officers started for the 
demonstrators sitting in the street. Grabbing 
demonstrators ankles and shirts, policemen 
began to throw them to the sidewalk. Seeing 
the tension building, Wilson came rushing 
forward, shouting through his bullhorn, 
"Calmly men ... calmly, men ... move 
them over to the sidewalk." 
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Then the demonstration became confused. 

No sooner would the police clear the demon
straitors to one curb, than others would fill 
the street from the other. 

In the grappling and shoving, officers and 
demonstrators became angry; A few demon
strators began struggling and running, and 
several policemen, began swinging their long 
riot sticks. 

During the confusion, with police running 
back and forth along the street clearing 
demonstrators from several different points, 
it was decided to close 12th and Independ
ence to traffic. 

CONFRONTS POLICE 

Hall, who was apparently unknown to the 
police, adopted a different tactic and con
fronted the police a.t the intersection, tell
ing them they could not refuse to allow him 
to cross the street when he had the light. 

Followed by a dwindling group, with others 
striking out on demonstrations of their own, 
Hall would cross from intersection to inter
section, frequently stopping to sit in the 
street, only to be thrown roughly to the 
curb where he would get up and start again. 

At one point, seven officers were seen 
chasing a demonstrator. When they caught 
him an officer came rushing up from behind 
and hit the youth. Blood ran from a wound 
on his head. 

Wilson, seeing the clubbing, came running 
up shouting, "Take your time men. They 
are nOft hurting anything. There is no 
traffic." 

But the confrontation in the street only 
fed the anger of both sides. One demonstra
tor grabbed a police camera and smashed 
it on the pavement. He was rushed by several 
policemen who knocked several demonstra
tors about. 

Reeves ran up to argue with Wilson that 
there is "no cause for policemen charging 
the demonstrators .... We are peaceful." 

WOMAN LIES CRYING 

An elderly man from Resurrection City lay 
on the ground moaning and complaining 
that police had broken his arm. A middle
aged woman lay nearby crying. 

The crowd then surged across 14th, block
ing traffic for almos.t half an hour. Motor
cycles raced up and down the street trying 
to contain the marchers. Again police formed 
lines, attempted to assist motorists caught 
in the crush. Several marchers were knocked 
down. 

The demonstrators huddled together and 
then moved to one area at the north end of 
the south building. Several disagreed with 
Hall when he said he wanted to go back 
into the streets. 

The group was stlll arguing when Reeves 
ran up to announce that everyone should 
assemble at The Mall entrance of Agriculture 
because Abernethy was coming to talk to 
them. 

When the demonstrators straggled there, 
a few with blood running from head wounds, 
they cheered happily when they saw a group 
of about 150 from the campsite marching 
and singing their way to Agriculture. 

Leaders were ·keeping the new group under 
control, and at one point six youths were 
trying to quiet another youth, who was cry
ing and shouting that he wanted "to kill all 
these white people." 

PRAISE FROM LEADERS 

Hosea Willlams and Jesse Jackson, top 
SOLO leaders of the campaign's action pro
gram, came to speak to the demonstrators 
and praise them. 

"This is not the first time poor folks has 
had to bleed for thl.s country," Williams said, 
and a man in the crowd added, "And it won't 
be the last." 

"We got the makings of a movement. Soli
darity Day gave it to us," Williams said. 

He said that Abernathy had wan'f!ed to be 
at tlie meeting but had been advised to 
stay at a staff meeting in progress because 
"tomorrow afternoon he is gonna lead him-

self and give them a. chance to beat his 
head." The crowd cheered. 

Jackson outlined the demands of nonvio
lence to the group and told them, if they 
could not accept nonviolence, to "shape up 
or ship out." 

He argued that it takes real men not to 
fight back and that their real job was to 
protect the women and children. 

Then, his face becoming transfixed as he 
continued to talk, Jackson led the group in 
a litany to "soul power," a major cry of the 
campaign. 

He thanked God for the rains that have 
hit the camp since the campaigners came 
into town seven weeks ago and argued it 
separated the strong from the weak. 

Soul power, he said, was sticking it out, a 
kind of internal toughness, a willingness to 
go to jail and a willingness to follow leader
ship when the commands aren't understood. 

The group then split, with one section re
maining to walk around the Agriculture 
Building while the other started out for the 
camp and the eventual confrontation at 17th 
Street. 

At the press conference earlier in the day, 
Abernathy and Sterling Tucker, Wednesday's 
march coordinator, complained about the 
police estimate of more than 50,000 for 
Wednesday's demonstration and placed the 
figure closer to 100,000. 

Abernathy emphasized that though he was 
happy with the success of Wednesday's 
march, SOLO would not be leaving Washing
ton and that the campaign was only begin
ning. 

[From the Washing.ton (D.C.) Star, June 21, 
1968] 

TENT CITY FACES WORLD WITH HOSTILE GLARE 

(By Woody West) 
The eruption of violence in the Poor Peo

ple's Campaign yesterday, the worst in the 
nearly six weeks that the campaigners have 
been in Washington, may well be but a re
flection of rapidly deteriorating conditions 
and attitudes within Resurrection City. 

A warfare of a sort has been flaring for 
several weeks-within the weather-battered 
huts of Resurrection City and among cam
paigners whom camp marshals have battled 
to control. 

VIOLENCE INCREASES 

Since Tuesday night, an array of beatings, 
stabbings and robberies has occurred within 
the camp--the most conspicuous of scattered 
incidents that have been building in and 
around the campsite. 

The Rev. Ralph Davis Abernathy, president 
of the Southern Christian Leadership Con
ference, admitted at a press conference yes
terday to lawlessness by some camp residents. 

"We do have some people in the city who 
have not adequately gone through the stage 
of self-purification to my satisfaction," he 
said. 

With only two days left of the camp's al
ready-extended federal permit, and with crit
icism growing, Abernathy and SOLO leaders 
have insisted that they will remain. 

An ominous note was sounded last night, 
after police and campaigners clashed at the 
east end of the campsite. 

At a rally in the camp about 9:30 p.m., as 
many speakers pleaded for nonviolence in the 
increasing tempo of demonstrations, several 
speakers explicitly rejected that tactic. 

One camp resident from Minneapolis said, 
"I'm here to get my freedom. If I can get it 
nonviolently, I'll get it that way. If not I'll 
take the violent way." 

And around midnight, as helmeted police 
maintained a taut vigil around the area, a. 
group of 10 to 15 young men approached the 
police, shouting, "We're going to burn, baby, 
burn." 

"PLEASE DON'T ARREST ME" . 

One, using a megaphone, taunted police, 
saying, "Please' don't arrest me, Mr. Police
man." 

At about 12:30.a.m, today, Abernathy spoke 
to camp residents, warning that "violence ls 
not the way. Let us not use any of our 
energy fighting among ourselves .... " . 

The Rev. James Bevel earlier warned resi
dents, "We came down here to change Amer
ica's economy. We wm not be tricked by the 
white folks and the sick Negroes Into vio
lence." 

Despite the leadership's admonitions, an 
increasing hostile attitude has been observed, 
particularly among the younger men. 

Grant Wright, acting chief of the Park 
Police who have primary juriSdiction over 
the parkland, attributed some of the latest 
trouble to "a couple of gangs" that he said 
moved in.to Resurrection City this week, the 
Associated Press reported. 

Wright said that Park Police have beefed 
up their forces as much as possible, main
taining 20 men on 12-hour shifts, with the 
District police adding another 10 officers. 

Wright said the job has been frustrating 
from the start. He said the campaigners had 
agreed that their own marshals would main
tain security inside the camp, but that they 
haven't done so "as well as we thought they 
would." 

There has been conflict with SCLC's se
curity force for several weeks. At one point, 
it was reported that an older group of men 
known as the "Tent City Rangers" was tak
ing over a.11 security chores. 

This was later denied and apparently, the 
Rangers have continued to split the job with 
some Of the younger bands of men who have 
been marshals since early in the camp. 

Wright noted that some of the marshals 
themselves are tough and unruly. 

"PEOPLE MISTREATED" 

When the confusion over the roles of the 
various groups of marshals arose in the sec
ond week of June, Johnny Patterson, the or
ganizer of the elite "Tent City Marshals," 
said he started his group a few days after 
Resurrection City opened. 

"I came here to build tents for the poor," 
the Detroit bricklayer said, "but when I saw 
people being mi&treated so badly there, I de
cided to do something about it. 

His group generally has been credited with 
being the more effective of the diverse con
tingents that handle security. Many of them 
are from the Washington area and are older 
men. 

Since the opening of the sprawling Mall 
campsite, visitors-including volunteeTs
and the press have noted the officiousness 
and roughness of the younger marshals par
ticularly. 

A U.S. Di&trict Court judge here yesterday 
said the campsite presented "the most in
credible example Of restrained law enforce
ment that has existed in this country." 

Judge George L. Hart described Resurrec
tion City as "an enclave that is apparently 
off-limits to law enforcement," and said 
police are "seemingly forbidden to enter it." 

BROYHILL HITS "APATHY" 

Rep. Joel T. Broyhill, R-Va., also saying he 
was concerned about Increasing reports of 
violence, said: 

"Unless Resurrection City is a new nation 
within our own nation, I question the apathy 
to this violence displayed by some of our 
local government officials. 

"If the residents of Resurrection City have 
been granted fiefdom above and beyond the 
constitutional limits Of the United States, I 
think the Congress ls entitled to know about 
it," he said. 

Wright, however, said his men do go inside 
the camp to investiga.te when necessary. 
Metropolitan police do not. 

In the incident Tuesday night, a group that 
grew from six or eight to about 100 faced 
some 40 police--deployed with shotguns ' for 
the first time. 

The flareup began when two of the youths 
chanted, "Going to get me a whitey-'-going 
to get me a honky." 
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camp marshals aided pollce in restoring 

order then and again last night, forming a 
human chain between pollce and the rock
throwing campaigners. 

One camp otHcia.l said yesterday that roving 
groups were causing trouble for campaigners 
living in the city, and outsiders continued to 
draw their share of hostiUty. 

CAMERA CREW ROUTED 

NBC news pulled a camera crew out of the 
a.rea yesterday after two incidents. A camera
man first was chased by a knife-wielding 
youth after an exchange of obscenities, and 
the crew later was stoned. 
. While tension was high last midnight, 
some camp residents, enraged at what they 
considered brutal police treatment, began 
breaking broom handles in half for clubs. 

They headed toward the camp gate, only to 
be forcibly restrained by other men, equally 
angry to judge from their stream of curses at 
police, but determined to be nonviolent, the 
AP reported. 

About 2: 10 a.m., a fire listed as of unde
termined origin broke out in the mid-camp 
area and blazed for about 15 minutes before 
firemen extinguished it. Three wood shacks 
were destroyed. Firemen said they couldn't 
tell if they were occ-qpied. There were no 
injuries. 

With the growth of disorder inside the 
camp, SOLO now clearly faces increasing 
pressure from outside. 

EVICTION SOUGHT 

Rep. Kenneth Gray, D., ID., chai·rman of 
the House Public Buildings and Grounds 
subcommittee, said yesterday that if the 
campaigners show no signs of leaving Resur
rection City this weekend, he will call for 
House action ·next week on the bill to evict 
them. 

The measure, sponsored by Rep. William 
c. Cramer, R-Fla., would prohibit the In
terior Department from issuing any exten
sions of the camping permit anywhere in the 
city. Gray acknowledged that this might 
provoke a confrontation between campaign
ers and police, but said he thinks that ls 
precisely what Abernathy wants. 

House Speaker John McCormack is said to 
oppose the Cramer bill, but Gray said he feels 
House members overwhelmingly are for it. 

BREWSTER ASKS OUSTER 

Sen. Daniel B. Brewster, D-Md., also said 
last night that participants in the Poor 
People's Campaign should be evicted from 
Resurrection City if they fail to leave when 
their permit expires Sunday. 

Addressing the Olney Chamber of Com
merce in Montgomery County, Brewster said 
he opposes any further extension of the 
permit. 

Government otHcials should make U clear 
that for anyone to stay beyond the deadline 
would be "illegal and intolerable," Brewster 
said, and that "if necessary, I would urge 
that they be evicted. I hope this will not be 
the case." 

He said that no more could be gained by 
the marchers by staying past Sunday and 
that the participants "now can continue to 
press their cause tm'ough normal channels 
that all American citizens use in communi
cating with their government otHcia.ls." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News, 
June 21, 1968) 

To THE POOR: SHAPE UP OR SHIP OUT! 

The honeymoon is over. 
The glowing name "Resurrection City" has 

become a mockery. 
The carefully nourished and generally per

vasive moOd of sympathy, friendship and 
.understanding that characterized Solidarity 
Day has been sundered by the irresponsible 
words and actions of some of the Poor People 
and, more llll.pox:tantly, by the even more out
rageous 1rresponsib111ty o! some of their 
leaders. 

All of this took but a few hours. 
Reasonable citizens of whatever race, creed 

or color, will blame: 
The Rev. Ralph D. Abernathy, successor 

to Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. as leader of 
the Southern Christian Leadership Confer
ence, for his grossly intemperate remarks at 
the Solidarity Day ceremonies Wednesday, 
and for his wantonly cynical exhortation to 
his followers to "escalate"-to provoke ar
rests. In this he was successful yesterday. 

Disorder at the Agriculture Department, 
plus objects hurled at police, provoked the 
use of tear gas and 86 arrests. 

The Rev. A. D. King, minor league brother 
of the martyred SCLC leader, who success
fully acted the role of a mewling infant at 
Wednesday night's "eat-in" at the Statler 
Hilton. First, he made a Federal case of a 
house rule requiring males · to wear neckties 
in the dining room. Certainly this is a matter 
for haberdashers and fashion authorities to 
adjudicate. Neckties, or the lack thereof, 
have nothing to do with race or creed. 

Then, the Rev. King and his numerous 
companions, having been served anyway, 
walked away without paying the check. 
There is nothing in the Constitution that 
grants anyone the right to welsh on a dinner 
tab. The Rev. A. D. King contributes no 
adornment to the civil rights movement, nor 
to the memory of his late brother. 

We have said the name of Resurrection 
City has become a mockery. We quote Alvin 
Jackson, who, until his connections with it 
were severed yesterday, says he was the tent 
city's chief security marshal. 

"If the leaders don't do something soon," 
he said bitterly, "this is going to be known 
as blood city." He was referring to the fact 
that there have been an estimated 100 cases 
of assault and similar crimes of violence in 
the "city" since it was set up in mid-May. 
At least 20 visitors have been robbed, beaten 
or knifed by residents outside the fence 
surrounding the community on the Mall. 

Where, then, is the responsible leadership 
that any such enterprise as the Poor People's 
Campaign must have? Certainly the Rev. 
Abernathy is either unwilling or unable to 
provide it. 

There remain some eminently decent 
leaders: 

Sterling Tucker, a thoughtful and reason
able man who belatedly was put in charge 
of co-ordinating Solidarity Day events, and 
did it with calm etHciency. 

The Rev. Jesse Jackson, an immensely 
eloquent and effective proponent of civil 
rights-and of discipline within the ranks 
of the poor. 

"Shape up or ship out," he warned while 
he was, almost-single-handedly, bringing 
some order out of chaos at Resurrection City 
yesterday. 

All of us must hope fervently that the 
voice of the Rev. Jackson, not those of the 
Revs. Abernathy and King, will ultimately 
prevail in the "city." 

Otherwise, the vast travail of the Poor 
People will add up to a minus, rather than a 
plus, in the long, weary· campaign for "equal 
opportunity under GOd." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News, 
June 21, 1968) 

MORE PROTESTS-86 ARRESTED AFTER AGRICUL
TURE PROTEST 

More mass demonstrations and acts of 
"non-violent civil disobedience" were prom
ised today by Resurrection City residents, 
angered and stunned after tear gas was used 
yesterday to disperse a band of protestors 
who threw rocks, can and bottles at police
men after demonstration at the Agriculture 
Department. 

The tear gas was fired when several hun
dred marchers returning from the slt-ln en
tered. the outskirt.a o! "Resurrection City," 
then stopped and turned on the policemen. 

At least 86 persons, including nine juve
niles, were arrested and one man was bleed
ing by the time police pushed the marchers 
back to the camp gate. There, Poor People's 
Campaign marshals took over and succeeded 
in getting them back inside the compound. 

The police action bitterly divided the resi
dents at a town meeting last night. Black 
power militants denounced non-violence and 
the SCLC and called for night march of "all 
black men" to 14th and U streets nw to 
gather "demonstrators who'll really demon
strate." The march never materialized. 

Only a midnight appeal for calm by the 
Rev. Ralph Abernathy prevented a second 
confrontation with police massed at the ply
wood city entrance. 

One black power speaker cried, "The In
dians want to fight to get their land back. 
The Mexican-Americans say they'll fight. 
Everybody can fight but the black people." 

Another speaker accused the SCLC in a 
plaintive voice of not preparing them for 
non-violence. 

"A black brother was tear-gassed in .the 
face and he didn't know what to do. Why 
don't you tell people what to do when they 
get tear-gas in the face, or Mace, or a Club?" 

REASONING 

The Rev. James Bevel, a Campaign leader, 
took the microphone and ridiculed militants 
who wanted to "send a mass of people 
against police with shotguns. It's ridiculous." 

"You don't let an enemy outflank you on 
the battlefield," he said. "I don't want any 
black man with a stick to give a policeman 
an excuse to use his gun." 

"I'm not afraid of violence. I've studied 
violence ... But burning a tailor shop isn't 
revolution; burning a liquor store isn't revo
lution ... You've got to have an economic 
base.'' 

But his appeal was lost in the call by 
black power speakers for a night march and 
police outside the city broke out gas masks, 
tear gas canisters from crates, wheeled up a 
10,100-watt fire department light truck and 
sea.led off French Drive at the city's entrance. 

Rev. Abernathy finally calmed them again, 
declaring, "Violence is not the way." 

PROTECTION 

He promised to organize men in the city 
to "make a sweep thru" for any "CIA men 
he said might be planted with Molot.ov cock
tails" and would not allow police in the city 
to harm "women and children." 

"Women, go to your huts," he implored. 
"Men, let us stand watch. We need some 

men to survey this camp. There are some men 
who want to do some bad business to
night ... 

"Women, go to sleep; go about your busi
ness. Children, go to sleep . . . We're not 
going to have any trouble tonight because 
I'm going to be in control of these streets 
•.. Go to bed ... I want you to go to bed 
. . . If police come in here tonight, it,11 be 
over me ... 

"Madam, won't you go to your shack? 
That's right ... All the women go to bed 
... That's .wonderful ... Isn't that won-
derful ... ?" . 

Some 80 Poor People marched to the Agri
culture Department at 3 p.m. yesterday, ate 
at a concession truck parked outside and 
then demanded to see Agriculture Secretary 
Orville Freeman. 

When he refused to see all of them, the 
marchers scattered and sa.t down in door
ways on both sides of Independence-ave be
tween 12th and 14th streets and blocked the 
entrance to the employe parking lot. 

HELPERS 

Frank D. Reeves, head of SCLC legal serv
ices rushed to the scene shortly and told 
demonstrators, "We are non-violent." He 
warned them the sit-in was unauthorized 
and that SOLO wouldn't put up be.11 for 
those arrested. He was jeered. 
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Aft.er ordering the dem.onstrarors to dis
perse, police moved. methodically from door
way to doorway making arrests and gently 
carried. Ump bodies ro waiting wagons. 

Some protest.ors scattered from doorways 
and moved. into the street at 12th and Inde
pendence-ave and sat in the midst of rush
hour tra.mc, brlnglng it to a halt. 

It was at this point that police stopped. 
being gentle and some demonstrators re
sisted a.rrest. Policemen skinned protestors 
a.cross the pavement by clothing, arms, legs 
or whatever was available. One older man 
was whacked several times with a night stick 
and lay on the grass nearby, blood pouring 
from his head, propped on a women's hand
bag. 

A white-shirted, gold-barred District police 
omcer screamed orders over a bullhorn against 
the noise of honking horns from stalled 
tramc: "~t them out of the street •.. Get 
themout ... " 

Waves of additional protestors began arriv
ing from Resurrection City, until the camp 
was virtually empty. By 6:30 p.m., there were 
an estimated 550 Resurrection City people at 
the Agriculture Department, including SCLC 
officials Hosea Williams and the Rev. Jesse 
Jackson, who gathered them on the lawn 
across the street. 

.. We must not become a mob," Rev. Jack
son told the marchers. 

"We must remain a movement. Now that 
the warfare is on, shape up or ship out. Those 
of you who cannot undertake the discipline 
of nonviolence, you do not have the courage 
of a man to place your body on the line for 
what you believe." 

"We saw the people who were the good 
soldiers," he said. "They were the ones who 
stayed when the rains came. It was the rains 
that separated the weak from the strong. It 
was in the rains that our feet got stuck in 
the mud but our spirits were raised ... I'm 
tired of marching and tired of talking but I 
have no fear of the river of blood." 

FERVOR 

Taunting police on the way, the marchers 
began moving back to Resurrection City. 
There were scumies and some more arrests 
along the way. 

"Get back, brother." Mr. Reeves kept shout
ing. "You must get back. Rev. Abernathy 
wants you back." 

One teen-ager in an "Invaders" jacket 
clapped hands and led a small band in sing
ing an original song that went, "Let's go be
fore the cops go and shoot half your back 
out." 

As the main force of marchers agreed, 
marched back and crossed 17th St. to the 
outskirts of Resurrection City, some began 
taunting four policemen. Others began 
throwing cans, bottles and a few bricks at 
police and passing cars. About 200 police 
reinforcements rushed to the scene. D.C. City 
Councilman Joseph Yeldell arrived and asked 
police to withdraw from the area. But they 
didn't and the tear gas was then :fired. 

District Police Capt. C. M. Monroe of the 
Civil Disturbance United said 16 tear gas 
grenades were used to disperse the crowd. 

(From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News, 
June 21, 1968] 

THERE ARE RAPES, ROBBERIES, AND CUTTINGS 

The man many police feel was the only 
Resurrection City official they could deal with 
effectively in trying to curb the growing 
incidents of robbery and violence at the 
camp resigned yesterday. 

Alvis Jackson, 35, a District TV repairman 
and Negro who was the chief security mar
shal, had used two weeks of his vacation, and 
taken a week's leave without pay to help the 
Campaign. He said he was heart-broken be
cause violence was destroying it. 

"This ls a great Campaign and a just one, 
and it has just goals," he said. 

But even as he pleaded. to The Washing
ton Pally News, "Please, mister, 1! you put 
this in your newspaper, don't just put the 
bad things. Put in all the good things, too," 
he warned. "If the leaders there don't do 
something soon this ls going to be known as 
blood city instead of Resurrection City." 

He was talking about the city of Martin 
Luther King, Jr.'s "Dream," where one night 
this week 17 assaults were reported; where 
youngsters bum cigarets and demand money 
from visitors and reporters; where two min
isters were beaten after coming to offer aid; 
where clothes donated by amuent suburban
ites grow mouldy in muddy fields; and where 
roaming gangs terrorize residents. 

The character of the plywood city's popula
tion has changed since its inception. Gradu
ally, what was a refuge for the sad-eyed 
poor ls now a shanty-town of strutting 
youngsters-white and black-wearing both 
love and hate on their sleeves. 

Said Mr. Jackson, "We got a new band of 
guys in there yesterday a.nd they were like 
the Blackstone Rangers." "You know, 'We're 
gonna whip heads.' And this isn't what Res
urrection City is for. 

"There are rapes, robberies and cuttings 
every day, and there ls nothing we can do 
about it even when we catch the guys who 
did it," he said. 

"There are about 20 guns in Resurrection 
City. There are lead pipes, knives and Molo
tov cocktails in there." 

But his efforts to meet with Rev. David Ab
ernathy to talk about the problem failed, 
Mr. Jackson said, adding that his bosses at 
the City, the Chief Marshal, Albert Spencer 
and the Rev. James Orange, "are both fine 
men. But they just won't allow any camp 
discipline." 

One white man returned from a demon
stration march and found his clothing and 
furniture stolen, and burned his shanty 
down. 

"He was just about ready to cry he felt so 
bad . . . I guess he was just so frustrated 
that he had to relieve his feelings." 

He said he was ashamed. to say it, but only 
the donations and work from white people 
were keeping the camp going. 

"Almost all the whites here are dedicated 
but they take a real hard time from the 
blacks. I just can't understand my black 
brothers who will take things from the whites 
and then spit on them. 

"I ask some of these guys if they hate 
whites so much why do they come up here 
and take things from them. Why don't they 
stay in Marks, Miss., where the man puts his 
foot on your back and you dare not move." 

It's the residents who get on soapboxes 
at the City and say "We don't need disci
pline" who are wrong, Mr. Jackson said. "Hell, 
man, you can't run a cat show without some 
kind of discipline, but I just can't get 
thru to the. leaders to tell them this. 

"I'm only afraid that one of these days it's 
going to blow up and in 30 years your grand
children and mine will only know about the 
bad things and not the good," he said. 

Park Police estimate there have been about 
100 violent incidents since the City went up 
in mid-May, including 20 visitors who have 
been beaten, robbed or stabbed outside the 
compound fence. Mr. Jackson calls the fig
ures "very conservative." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
June 21, 1968] 

TIME To Go HOME 

When the first of the marching Poor People 
came to Washington in mid-May they were 
given a permit to build Resurrection City 
and to stay there until mid-June. Because of 
the delay in organizing the march to the Lin
coln Memorial, the permit was extended for 
one week. It expires this Sunday. 

There should not be another permit ex
tension.. In the five weeks that they have been 
here, the SCLC members have had ample 

opportunity to petition the government for 
relief of t~etr grievances. And they have won 
some concessions that are not inconsequen
tial. Meanwhile, Resurrection City has be
come an obvious health hazard-to its in
habitants anc;l to the rest of the city. And the 
rising incidence of violence, as exemplified 
by the disgraceful performance yes~rday 
evening, especially after dark, indicates that 
the troublemakers are threatening to take 
control from the march's non-violent leaders. 

The Rev. Ralph Abernathy, the SCLC 
leader, suggested in his remarks during yes
terday's demonstration that he intends to 
stay in Washington, and that he hopes his 
followers will not leave Resurrection City. 
Many of them, of course, have already left. 
Others probably will be gone by Sunday. But 
if not, if the "city" is stlll occupied whel). 
the permit expires, we think those who re
main should be moved out by the authorities 
and that Resurrection City should be dis
mantled. 

This is not to say that the expiration of the 
permit need be enforced at the moment the 
clock strikes the hour. If promising nego
tiations to evacuate the city are under way, 
a day or two of delay Inight be wise. But if 
it becomes clear-and this is probable-that 
Mr. Abernathy and hs remaining followers are 
deterinined for propaganda reasons to insist 
upon forcible removal, then they should be 
forcibly removed. 

It is up to the President and the District 
authorities to settle the details of how this 
should be handled. But if they are forced to 
grasp this nettle, they should grasp it firmly 
and without hesitation. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Dally News, 
June 21, 1968] 

GUEST EDITORIAL 

Let every American, every lover of liberty, 
every well-wisher to his posterity swear by 
the blood of the Revolution never to violate 
in the least p~rticular the laws of the coun
try, and never to tolerate their violation by 
others. As the patriots of seventy-six did to 
the support of the Constitution and laws let 
every American pledge his life, his property, 
and his sacred honor-let every man remem
ber that to violate the law is to trample on 
the blood of his father, and to tear the 
character of his own children's liberty. Let 
reverence for the laws be breathed by every 
American mother to the lisping babe that 
prattles on her lap; let it be taught in 
sch~ls; in seminaries, and in colleges; let it 
be preached from the pulpit, proclaimed in 
legislative halls, and enforced in courts of 
justice, and in short, let it become the po
litical religion of the nation." 

(From a speech by Abraham Lincoln in 
Springfield, Ill., Jan. 27, 1837-reprinted on 
the q_over of the May-June, 1968 issue of the 
Riggs Bank News.) 

AUTHORITY FOR NATIONAL GAL
LERY OF ART TO CONSTRUCT 
BUILDINGS IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 3159. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
3159) authorizing the Trustees of the Na
tional Gallery of Art to construct a build
ing or buildings on the site bounded by 
Fourth Street, Pennsylvania Avenue, 
Third Street, and Madison Drive NW., in 
the District of Columbia, and making 
provision for the maintenance thereof, 
which was, strike out all after the enact- . 
ing clause, and insert: 
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That the Trustees of the National Gallery 

of Art are authorized to construct within the 
area reserved as a site for future additions by 
the third sentence of the first section of the 
joint resolution entitled "Joint Resolution 
providing for the construction and mainte
nance of a National Gallery of Art", ap
proved March 24, 1937 (50 Stat. 51; 20 U.S.C. 
71 et seq.) one or more buildings to serve as 
additions to the National Gallery of Art. The 
cost of constructing any such building shall 
be paid from trust funds administered by 
such Trustees. The plans and specifications 
for any such building shall be approved by 
the Commission of Fine Arts and the Na
tional Capital Planning Commission. 

SEC. 2. Any building constructed under au
thority of the first section of this Act shall, 
upon completion, be a part of the National 
Gallery of Art. 

SEC. 3. Paragraph (2) of section 9 of the 
Act entitled "An Act relating to the policing 
of the buildings and grounds of the Smith
sonian Institution and its constituent bu
reaus", approved October 24, 1951 (65 Stat. 
634; 40 U.S.C. 193n et seq.) is amended by 
inserting "(A)., immediately after "held to 
extend" and by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma and the following: "(B) to the line of 
the face of the south curb of Pennsylvania 
Avenue Northwest, between Fourth Street 
and Third Street Northwest, to the line of 
the face of the west curb of Third ·Street 
Northwest, between Pennsylvania Avenue 
and Madison Drive Northwest, to the line of 
the face of the north curb of Madison Drive 
Northwest, between Third Street and Fourth 
Street Northwest, and to the line of the face 
of the east curb of Fourth Street Northwest, 
between Pennsylvania Avenue and Madison 
Drive Northwest." 

SEC. 4. The Commissioner of the District of 
Columbia is authorized to transfer to the 
United States such jurisdiction as the Dis
trict of Columbia may have over any of the 
property within the area referred to in the 
first section of this Act. 

SEC. 5. If any public utility (whether pri
vately or publicly owned) located within the 
area referred to in the first section of this 
Act is required to be relocated or protected 
by reason of the construction within such 
area of any addition to the National Gallery 
of Art, the cost of such relocation or protec
tion shall be paid from trust funds admin
istered by the Trustees of the National Gal
lery of Art. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate con
cur in the amendment of the House of 
Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing t;o the motion 
of the Senator from North Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DESIGNATION OF U.S. CUSTOMS 
HOUSE BUILDING, PROVIDENCE, 
R.I., AS THE "JOHN E. FOGARTY 
FEDERAL BUILDING" 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives on S. 3363. 

The PRE.SIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 3363) to designate the U.S. Customs 
House Building in Providence, R.I., as 
the "John E. Fogarty Federal Building," 
which was, strike out all after the en
acting clause and insert: 

That the United States customhouse, Prov
idence, Rhode Island, shall, from and after 
the date of enactment of this Act, be known 

and designated as the "John E. Fogarty Fed
eral Building". Any reference in a law, map, 
regulation, document, record, or other paper 
of the United States to such United States 
customhouse shall be held to be a reference 
to the "John E. Fogarty Federal Building". 

"And amend the title so as t;o read: 
"An act to name the U.S. customhouse, 
Providence, R.I., the 'John E. Fogarty 
Federal Building'." 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate con
cur in the amendment of the House of 
Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I express my 

very strong support of this bill honoring 
our colleague. I am delighted it has 
passed. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. We 
thought it was a good bill. We were de
lighted to get the bill reported. 

DESIGN OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
RELATING TO ACCESSIBILITY TO 
THE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 222. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
222) to insure that public buildings fi
nanced with Federal funds are so de
signed and constructed as to be acces
sible to the physically handicapped, 
which was, strike out all after the enact
ing clause, and insert: 

That, as used in this Act, the term "build
ing" means any building or facility (other 
than (A) a residential structure containing 
less than four dwelling units and (B) any 
building or facility on a military installation, 
including any fort, camp, post, naval train
ing station, airfield, proving ground, military 
supply depot, military school, or any similar 
facility of the Department of Defense) the 
intended use for which either wm require 
that such building or facility be accessible 
to the public, or may result in the empioy
ment or residence therein of physical hand
icapped persons, which building or facility 
ls-

( 1) to be constructed or altered by or on 
behalf of the United States; 

(2) to be leased in whole or in part by the 
United States after the date of enactment 
of this Act after construction or alteration 
in accordance with plans and specifications 
of the United States; or 

( 3) to be financed in whole or in part by a 
grant or a loan made by the United States 
after the date of enactment of this Act if 
such building or facility ls subject to stand
ards for design, construction, or alteration 
issued under authority of the law authoriz
ing such grant or loan. 

SEC. 2. The Administrator of General Serv
ices, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, is author
ized to prescribe such standards for the de
sign, construction, and alteration of build
ings (other than residential structures sub
ject to this Act) as may be necessary to in
sure that physically handicapped persons will 
have ready access to, and use of, such 
buildings. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Housing and Ur
ban Development, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

ls authorized to prescribe such standards for 
the design, construction, and alteration of 
buildings which are residential structures 
subject to this Act as may be necessary to 
insure that physically handicapped persons 
will have ready access to, and use of, such 
buildings. 

SEC. 4. Every building designed, con
structed, or altered after the effective date 
of a standard issued under this Act which 
is applicable to such building, shall be de
signed, constructed, or altered in accord
ance with such standard. 

SEC. 5. The Administrator of General Serv
ices, with respect to standards issued under 
section 2 of this Act, and the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, with re
spect to standards issued under section 3 of 
this Act, is authorized-

( 1) to modify or waive any such standard, 
on a case-by-case basis, upon application 
made by the head of the department, ~ncy, 
or instrumentality of the United States con
cerned, and upon a determination by the 
Administrator or Secretary, as the case may 
be, that such modification or waiver ls clearly 
necessary, and 

(2) to conduct such surveys and investi
gations as he deems necessary to insure com
pliance with such standards. 

And amend the title so as to read: "An 
act to insure that certain buildings 
financed with Federal funds are so 
designed and constructed as to be acces
sible to the physically handicapped." 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate dis
agree to the amendment of the House of 
Representatives, request a conference 
with the House of Representatives on the 
disagreeing votes thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and 
the Presiding Officer appointed Mr. 
RANDOLPH, Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. FONG, and Mr. BOGG~ 
conferees on the part of the Senaite. 

TIMOTHY JOSEPH SHEA AND ELSIE 
ANNET SHEA 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask the Chair to lay before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 171. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 171) for the relief of Timothy Joseph 
Shea and Elsie Annet Shea, which was, 
strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 
. That notwithstanding the limitations of 
section 2401 of title 28 of the United States 
Code or any other statute of limitations, 
jurisdiction ls hereby conferred upon the 
United States District Court for the Middle 
District of Florida to hear, determine, and 
render judgment on the claims of Timothy 
Joseph Shea and Elsie Annet Shea, of Or
lando, Florida, against the United States for 
personal injuries and damages, including 
damages to property, suffered incident to 
the collision of two civil aircraft on or about 
October 1, 1960, allegedly the result of negli
gent landing instructions given the pilots 
of the aircraft by the operators of the Fed
eral air traffic control tower, Herndon Air 
Port, Orlando, Florida. Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed as an inference or ad
mission of liability on the part of the United 
States. The action authorized to be filed by 
this Act must be fl.led within one year of 
the effective date of this Act. 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senate-passed bill would have 
authorized the Secretary of the Treasury 
to pay $2,000 in full satisfaction of all 
their respective and joint claims against 
the United States for personal injuries 
and suffering incurred, as well as dam
ages to their residence and property sus
tained by Mr. and Mrs. Shea incident 
to an accident which occurred on Oc
tober 1, 1960, when two civil aircraft 
collided near their residence as a result 
of negligent landing instructions given to 
the pilot of such aircraft by operators 
of the Federal air traffic control tower, 
Herndon Airport, Orlando, Fla. 

The House amended the bill to confer 
jurisdiction upon the U.S. Court for the 
Middle District of Florida by waiving 
the statute of limitations in order to 
make a court determination of the claim 
on its merits. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 5, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 1028. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1028) to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to extend certain benefits to for
mer employees of county committees 
established pursuant to section 8(b) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al
lotment Act, and for other purposes 
which were, on pa.ge l, line 3, strike out 
"section 5534" and insert "section 5334". 

On page 2, strike out line 8, and in
sert: 
§ 6312. Accrual and accumulation for former 

ASCS county office employees 
Service rendered as an employee Oof a. 

On page 2, line 11, strike out "590(b)" 
and insert "590h(b) ". 

On page 3, line 1, after '"3502 (a)" in
sert "of title 5, United States Code,". 

On page 3, after line 16, insert: 
SEC. 4. Effective as of the beginning of the 

first applicable pay period which began on or 
after October 1, 1967, the per annum (gross) 
rate of compensation of the position Oof 
Superintendent of Garages (House Office 
Buildings) under the Architect of the Capitol 
is $12,540. Such position is subject to the 
provisions, pertaining to the Office of the 
Architect of the capitol, in section 212 of 
the Federal Salary Act of 1967 (81 Stat. 634; 
Public Law 90-206), relating tio the imple
mentation of salary comparability policy. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate agree to the 
amendments of the House of Representa
tives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 480 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President. I ask 

the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 2986. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2986) to extend Public Law 480, 83d 
Congress, for 3 years, and for other pur
poses, which was, strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and insert: 

That section 103(b) of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 as amended, is amended by striking out 
the proviso at the end thereof and substitut
ing the following: ": Provided, That, except 
where he determines that it would be in
consistent with the objectives of the Act, 
the President shall determine the amount of 
foreign currencies needed for the uses speci
fied in subsections (a), (b), (c), (e), and 
(h) of section 104, and the agreements for 
such credit sales shall provide for payment of 
such amounts in dollars or in foreign cur
rencies upon delivery of the agricultural com
modities. Such payment may be considered 
as an advance payment of the earliest in
stallments." 

SEC. 2. Such Act is further amended by 
deleting the period at the end of subsec
tion ( n) of section 103 and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and adding new subsec
tions (o), (p), and (q) to section 103 a.s 
follows: 

"(o) Take steps to assure that the United 
States obtains a fair share of any increase 
in commercial purchases of agricultural 
commodities by the purchasing country; 

"(p) Assure convertibility at such uni
formly applied exchange rat es as shall be 
agreed upon of up to 50 per centum of the 
foreign currencies received pursuant to each 
agreement by sale to United States or pur
chasing country contractors for payments of 
wages earned in the development and con
summation of works of public improvement 
in the purchasing country; and 

"(q) Assure convertibility of up to 50 per 
centum of the foreign currencies received 
pursuant to each agreement by sale to United 
States importers for the procurement of 
materials or commodities in the purchasing 
country." 

SEC. 3. Section 104 is amended by deleting 
the word "and" at the end of subsection (i) 
and deleting the colon after subsection (j) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "; and", and 
adding the following new subparagraph (k): 

"(k) for paying, to the maximum extent 
practicable, the costs of carrying out pro
grams for the control of rodents, insects, 
weeds, and other animal or plant pests:" 

SEC. 4. Section 303 of the Act is amended 
by striking out the entire section and sub
c;tituting the following: 

"SEC. 303. The Secretary shall, whenever he 
determines that such action is in the best 
interest of the United States, and to the 
maximum extent practicable, sell or exchange 
agricultural commodities owned by the Com
modity Credit Corporation for services, mate
rials, goods, or equipment required in con
nection with foreign economic and military 
aid and assistance programs or required in 
substantial quantities for United States Gov
ernment offshore programs. He is hereby di
rected to use every practicable means, in co
operation with other Government agencies, to 
arrange and make, through private channels, 
such sales or exchanges or to utilize the au
thority conferred on him by section 4(h) of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter 
Act, as amended, to make such sales or .ex
changes. In carrying out sales or exchanges 
authorized by this section, no restrictions 
shall be placed on the countries of the free 
world into which surplus agricultural com
modities may be sold, except to the extent 
that the Secretary shall find necessary in 
order to take reasonable precautions to safe
guard usual marketings of the United States 
and to assure that sales or exchanges under 
this Act will not unduly disrupt world prices 
of agricultural commodities or replace cash 

sales for dollars. The Secretary shall endeavor 
to cooperate with other exporting countries 
in preserving normal patterns of commercial 
trade with respect to commodities covered 
by formal multilateral international market
ing agreements to which the United States is 
a party. Agencies of the United States Gov
ernment procuring such services, materials, 
goods, or equipment are hereby directed to 
cooperate with the Secretary in the disposal 
of agricultural commodities by means of sales 
or exchange. The Secretary is also directed 
to assist, through such means as are available 
to him, farmers' cooperatives in effecting ex
change of agricultural commodities in their 
possession for the above purposes." 

SEc. 5. Section 407 of the Act is amended 
by striking out the entire section and sub
stituting the following: 

"SEC. 407. There is hereby established an 
Advisory Committee composed of the Secre
tary of State, the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, the Administrator 
of the Agency for International Development, 
the chairman and the ranking minority 
member of both the House Committee on 
Agriculture and the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, and the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of both the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 
The Advisory Committee shall survey the 
general policies relating to the administra
tion of the Act, including the manner of im
plementing the self-help provisions, the uses 
to be made of foreign currencies which accrue 
in connection with sales for foreign curren
cies under title I, the amount of currencies 
to be reserved in sales agreements for loans 
to private industry under section 104(e), 
rates of exchange, interest rates, and the 
terms under which dollar credit sales are 
made, and shall advise the President with 
respect thereto. The Advisory Committee 
shall meet not less than once during each 
calendar quarter at the call of the Acting 
Chairman of such Committee who shall pre
side during each quarter in the following 
order: The chairman of the House Commit
tee on Agriculture, the chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Foreign Relations, the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, and the chairman of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs." 

SEC. 6. Section 409 is amended by striking 
out "December 31, 1968" and substituting 
"December 31, 1969!' 

SEC. 7. Section 102 of the Act is amended 
by striking out the period at the end thereof 
and adding a colon and the following: "Pro
vided, however, That the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall not finance the sale and 
export of agricultural commodities under 
this Act for any exporter which in the six 
months immediately preceding the applica
tion for such financing has engaged in any 
sales, trade, or commerce with North Viet
nam, or with any resident thereof, or which 
owns or controls or is affiliated with any 
company which in such period has engaged 
in any such sales, trade, or commerce, or 
which is owned or controlled by any com
pany or person which in such period has 
engaged in any such sales, trade, or commerce 
either directly or through any branch, sub
sidiary, a.mliate, or associated company: Pro
vided further, That such application for 
financing must be accompanied by a state
ment in which are listed by name, address 
and chief executive officers all branches, 
affiliates, subsidiaries and associated com
panies, foreign and domestic, in which the 
applicant has a controlling interest." 

And to amend the title so as to read: 
"An act to extend the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 
as amended, and for other purposes." 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 
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that the Senate- disagree to the amend
ment o:f the House, and request. a con
ference thereon with the House of Rep
resentatives, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of. the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ELLEN
DER. Mr. HOLLAND,. Mr. EASfiAND, Mr. 
TALMADGE, Mr. AIKEN. Mr. YOUNG of 
North Dakota, and Mr. BoGGs conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

VIETNAM: WHAT OUR POLICY 
SHOULD BE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to dis
cuss a subject which, paradoxically ap
pears to have receded somewhat from 
the forefront of our attention in recent 
weeks, and that is the- conflict in Viet
nam l say paradoxically because our at
tention has been seized to a large extent 
both by a series of remarkable political 
developments and by a shattering se
quence of domestic upheavals, all of 
which are tied inextricably to the war 
in Vietnam and which, I believe. result. 
from the great burdens which it has 
placed on the spi:rit and substance of 
our Nation. 

It see-ms almost incredible that this 
frustrating and inconclusive war with 
such a. tiny and innocuous country, a 
country or rather, a half country, which. 
has never really jeopardized our national 
interest.. in any direct way, should have 
turned out to be, by all measures, one 
of the major conflicts of our Nation's 
history. It is certainly a. major conflict 
in terms of the tragedy to the families. 
of the 18,0ClO Americans who have laid 
down their lives. over the past 7 years., 
and it certainly is a major conflict in 
terms of the more than $2.5 billion per 
month-or $10,000 per seconG-of our. 
money which is supoorting our millitary 
effort there. And, it certainly is a major 
conflict in terms of the unrest it has 
created at home because of expected do
mestic programs which have been de
ferred, or, worse yet, canceled. And, it is 
equally a major conflict judged in terms 
of the massive protests abroad it has 
caused-or judged in terms of the even 
more important fact of how it has chilled 
efforts to start to wind up the cold war or 
achieve d.etente and peaceful relations 
with the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe. 

So our momentary diversion from the 
Vietnam war is, indeed, paradoxical. But· 
it is also helpful and fortunate, I believe, 
because it allows us to put the conflict 
itself into perspective and to prepare 
thereby for what may be the long and 
nerve-wracking process of negotiating a 
peace. We all hope and pray that the 
Paris talks, the result of President John
son's boldly initiated approach to nego
tiations of March 31, will be productive 
and yield palpable results. But we must 
not expect too much too soon. We must, 
I believe, remember the long and tedious 
experience at Panmunjom in Korea, and 
bear in mind that there are many pres
sures and many forces on both sides 
which must be reconciled imaginatively 
if the discussions at the peace table are 
to mean anything at all. And, I know if 
any men can produce results, it will be 
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our two excellent Ambassadors, Harri
man and Vance; but. we must not ex
pect miracles from them. 
. I might say that it is absolutely essen
tial that. the leaders of Communist North 
Vietnam maintain an equally under
standing stance of the internal forces at 
work in the United States, and that they 
realize that these forces can have great 
impact on the negotiations. It would be 
tragic if the Communists should miscal
culate the recent political upheavals. 
within the United States and proceed on 
the mistaken assumption that we are 
willing to settle for peace at any price. 
They should understand that their own 
escalation of hostilities, particularly 
through such steps as the bombardment 
of Saigon, could, in fact, turn the tide 
of opinion in America to demand an 
even higher price for our withdrawal. 

We, too, must be realistic about the 
Internal forces in the Communist bloc. 
lt appears to be the view of Mao Tse: 
Tung, for example, that the longer the 
war goes· on in Vietnam, the more likely 
a U.S. defeat. And, even better from his 
viewpoint, at the same time, the more 
likely will come the communization of 
all Vietnam. The final frosting on Mao's 
cake would be that the Vietnamese 
would be left too exhausted by the long 
struggle to resist Peking"s domination, 
despite Vietnam's thousand-year-old 
hostility to China. 

Obviously, Peking views most unfavor
ably any peace negotiatioilS' ending the 
ronfiiet while there is still something left 
of Vietnam and, accordingly, will do her 
best to sabotage them. 

This kind of thoughtful analysis has 
some of the flaws of oversimplicity, to be 
sure. But it contains enough truth t<> 
suggest, I believe, that we should con
sider very carefully the alternatives still 
before us. Let us take pains to use those 
circumstances which can turn events. 
more to our favor, remembering the old 
adage that true diplomacy is the knack 
of letting the other fellow have your 
way. 

What. then. are some of· the alterna
tives before us? 

One would be to yield to impatience 
if the peace talks do not go well and 
escalate · the war. We could erase the 
entire half nation of North Vietnam
which is about the size of the State of 
Georgia-in a; couple . of days. if we chose 
to do so. As Tacilus said, "We made a 
desert and we called it peace." But, the 
obvious end result of military escalation, 
no matter whether done slowly or 
quickly, will be· a vacuum of power in 
North Vietnam. such a vacuum would, 
of necessity, be quickly filled by China, 
with consequences hurtful to our national 
interest. 

Alternatively, we could simply pick up 
and go home, leaving the Vietnamese to· 
straighten out. their problems. But this 
is. equally unsatisfactory, because· unilat
eral American withdrawal is abhorrent 
to us as a people and likewise against 
our national interest as it, too, would 
create a. vacuum-only this time in South 
Vietnam. 

It. seems to me that our real job, both 
from the viewpoint of American natiQnal 
fnterest-and, Incidentally, that of the 

world-ls simply ro avoid a vacuum in 
either South or North Vietnam. to pro
mote some sort of stabilized government 
in South Vietnam-and, then to get out. 

My own view ts that this can best be 
accomplished through a settlement that 
reasonably represents the actual politi
cal forces in being there: the relatively 
small Ky right wing on the one hand, the 
Communist left wing on the· other hand, 
and the very important, large middle 
grmmd of neutralists of all complexions. 
From the standpoint. of the unfortunate 
Vietnamese, such an outcome would 
probably be preferable, in spite of the 
obvious risks of a coalition government. 
It is clearly a course that would permit 
us. to bring back our young men and sub.,. 
stantially reduce our expenses. Yet think 
how far this objective is f:rom our pres
ently stated objective of support for a 
government. that considers all neutralists, 
much less. members of the National Lib-
eration Front, to be traitors~ 

For instance, just a few weeks ago, the 
Thieu-Ky government. arrested T:ru&ng 
Dinh Dzu, the dovish runner.up in the 
1967 presidential electi&ns, because he 
had dared suggest a. coalition govern-
ment with the National Liber.ation Front. 

I continue to believe in the specifics of.. 
the plan I outlined on the Senate floor 
more than a year ago. Namely,. as first 
steps, we should cease our bombing of 
the north and hold still-not escalate
our present level of men in the south
steps which some of us have been advo
cating for several years-and steps 
which, I am pleased to note, we have 
begun to take. We must, at the same 
time, I believe, actively seek assurance 
either from the North Vietnamese or 
from some responsible third party. that 
the North Vietnamese will not increase 
their level of men in the south, and that 
they will negotiate in good faith and 
agree upon a cease-fire and an end of 
violence. 

These actions must be followed by: 
first, a verified free election, on a 
broader base than has heretofore been. 
honored, with the :right to hold office 
and the right to vote open to every citi
zen of South Vietnam; second, in accord
ance with the principles of self-determi
nation, the internal affairs of South 
Vietnam, including consideration of re
unification and constitutional issues, to 
be settled by a new South Vietnamese 
Government :resulting from the election; 
third, agreement in principle to eventual 
complete American withdrawal of troops,. 
and withdrawal in fact based on com
pletion of :.:i.:rrangements leading to elec
tion, replacement by Asian troops. and 
the withdrawal of North Vietnamese 
forces; and, fourth, immediate release of 
all political prisoners, amnesty for any 
:political actions fn the past, and right of 
asylum outside of South Vietnam for any 
South Vietnamese wishing it. 

We must admit, I believe, that we have 
not been very celar in defining our rela
tionship with the Government of South 
Vietnam. and that, as a consequence, our 
involvement has been complicated. A 
clarification is long overdue, I believe, 
and one guide for such clarification may 
come from some of the concepts we use 
in everyday business relationships. 
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In the investment business, for ex
ample, there is a distinction between a 
limited and general partnership. Alim
ited partner ·means that only after all 
the resources, the full faith and credit, 
of the general partner have been ex
pended, do the limited partners become 
liable. And, then these limited partners 
only become liable to the extent of the 
capital they have put up, that is, actually 
invested in the firm. 

To my mind, a limited partnership is 
the relationship our Nation should have 
toward countries or regions where our 
real national interests are not vital. I 
would even go further and concede the 
expenditures of a limited partner's in
vestment prior to the expenditure of all 
the resources of the general partners in 
the partnership, but no further. For ex
ample, from having been France's limited 
partner in Vietnam from 1946 to 1954, 
we have now taken on the respansibili
ties of a general partner. At the same 
time, the erstwhile general partner, 
France, has completely withdrawn from 
the partnership. As John Fairbank said 
of our role in Vietnam. 

We are sleeping in the same bed that 
France slept in even though we dream dif
ferent dreams. 

Actually, the alleged, original purpose 
of our whole AID program has been that 
of a limited partner-to help give re
cipient nations a nudge along the road 
to a system of reasonable free enterprise 
and Politics, a system that respects hu
man rights and permits freedom of dis
sent and one whose freedom and 
enterprise are flowering t.o such an ex
tent that there is simply no opportunity 
for the seeds of communism t.o take hold. 
But, so often, when we find our original 
support does not work, we simply in
crease our investment, make our com
mitment open-ended, and hope by sheer 
weight to make it work-until as in Viet
nam, we find ourselves the main part
ners in a full-scale war. 

In many of the regions c-f the world, I 
believe we should agree that our real 
American national interests are negligi
ble. And, amongst these regions I would 
include Southeast Asia, with the possible 
exception of Malaya with her control of 
the Straits of Malacca. Yet, because 'of 
the increasing extent of our AID pro
grams and our policy of always being 
willing to raise the ante, we have suc
ceeded in converting what was a modest, 
limited partnership with France, and 
then with her successor government in 
South Vietnam, into a full general part
nership, with the full faith and credit of 
the United States having been pledged to 
that increasingly unhappy, increasingly 
ravaged little country with its corrupt, 
unpopular, and unrepresentational 
Thieu-Ky government. And, when I use 
the words "corrupt," "unpopular," and 
"unrepresentational," I use the words ad
visedly. 

I say corrupt because of this proven 
mishandling of U.S. assistance programs, 
which led one House investigator last 
year t.o assert that our $200 million com
modity import program in Vietnam is 
nothing short of "political ransom" paid 
to powerful South Vietnamese commer-

cial interests t.o insure their continued 
suppart and thereby to assure political 
stability. 

And, ·I ref er to reports such as that 
of the author, William Lederer, who as
serted recently that some $18 billion in 
private gold holdings have been sent out 
of the country by Vietnamese entrepre
neurs for deposit in foreign banks since 
1956. 

And, I say unpopular and unrepresen
tational since many of the leaders of 
South Vietnam are carpetbaggers from 
the north who are products of foreign 
military indoctrination. Both President 
Thieu and Vice President Ky received 
their military training at the hands of 
the French; Thieu holds French mili
tary decorations and Ky served under 
the French fiag while his compatriots 
were struggling for independence froni 
French rule. We need only ask ourselves 
how popular a government leader would 
have been in the early years of our own 
republic if he had served in the British 
army, if he had served under General 
Cornwallis rather than under General 
Washington. 

It is obviously beneficial to our national 
interest to work out as quickly as pos
sible an attenuation of our general part
nership with such a totally unsatisfac
tory government. 

In doing so, let us be guided by the 
lessons of history. 

And, let us remember that no arrange
ment is eternal. As Lord Palmerston once 
said of Great Britain when she was at 
the height of her power: 

We have no eternal allies, and we have no 
perpetual enemies. Our interests are eternal 
and perpetual, and those interests it is our 
duty to follow. 

Our problem is how can we follow our 
true American national interests in 
Southeast Asia-interests that may actu
ally conflict with some of our present 
policies-and still maintain our credi
bility as a nation and as an ally. 

I believe that our strategy for leader
ship in the world today must take into 
account that there are many goals we 
would like to see achieved around the 
world, but not at unlimited cost. 

In a more personal vein, if you see a 
pair of shoes that you like which cost $15, 
you might buy them. But, if they cost 
$100, you should hold off or have your 
head examined. 

So it is with our national resources. I 
continue to believe that a good argument 
can be made for spending some lives and 
some dollars to halt, trip, obstruct, or to 
contain those who are opposed to us, be 
they Communists or be they simply 
bandits. 

This is part of the price of greatness, 
of world leadership, and of the fact that 
we Americans, as 6 percent of the world's 
people, enjoy 50 percent of its consumer 
goods. But, let us keep a reasonable price
tag or top bid on our spending when we 
engage in such operations abroad. And 
let us always make sure we have partners 
when, we do, so that we are not, as it is 
so often the case, left holding the bag. 

There are several steps which we can 
and should consider to reduce our present 
military operation to a lean and limited 

commitment, fully demonstrative of our 
resolve and determination, but without 
needlessly squandering our young men 
and our power for goals which are not 
worth the cost. 

The first of these, as I have long advo
cated, is the curtailment of the bombing 
of North Vietnam. I fully applaud Presi
dent Johnson's decision to curtail bomb
ing above the 20th parallel, and hope in 
time that the no-bombing zone can be 
extended progressively southward. His
tory will show, as I have repeatedly said 
since November 8, 1965, that our air of
fensive on the north was militarily 
counterproductive. 

Concurrently, we should curtail oper
ations on the ground. I continue to be
lieve, as I have said for these several 
years, that we should deescalate our 
military operations in South Vietnam, 
seeking to reduce our casualties and 
losses there. 

Let us concentrate on holding and 
keeping clear those areas we can mili
tarily defend by the use of those mili
tary means where we have an over
whelming preponderance of power, 
where possible-areas that would be in 
the range of our naval vessels. We would 
maintain aggressive patrols around these 
areas, too, so as to force enemy mortars 
and artillery to stay away from popula
tion centers. Let us concentrate on areas 
like Saigon and other population centers 
which are or have been under frequent 
attack and invasion. 

By following this course, we would 
find ourselves in a situation where we 
could afford to stay as long as we felt 
absolutely necessary. We can demon
strate to South Vietnam-and to the 
world-that we are willing to face a low
key, minimum-casualty, long, drawn-out 
struggle in preference to an escalating, 
already high-key, high-casualty war that 
has a good chance of developing into 
world war III. 

And, for the first time since this miser
able war started, we might suddenly find 
the shoe on the other foot-it would be 
to the advantage of Ho Chi Minh to find 
something to give, some way to negotiate 
us out of South Vietnam, since there 
would be no way of militarily forcing us 
out. We would be like the elephant be
sieged by a pack of biting dogs-they 
could keep us awake and make life un
pleasant, but they could not force us to 
leave. And, politically, we could afford to 
stay i.f public opinion in the United States 
was not faced with our continuously 
spilling the present amount or an in
creasing amount of American blood and 
dollars. We could then initiate and 
maintain a holding operation, which 
while painful in itself, would still be 
bearable and within the power of the 
American people to sustain. 

Now that we have reached the nego
tiating stage, I believe we and Hanoi must 
return to the Geneva convention and 
follow it; on our part, accepting the fact 
that we must negotiate with the Viet
cong and accepting the possibility that a 
nationalist Communist regime may even
tually emerge. If this happens, assuming 
that nationalism is allowed to play its 
role, as is presently increasingly the case 
in Eastern Europe, I believe our Ameri
can national interests will not unduly 
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suffer in the long run. In factr they will 
benefit. 

Looking ahead to the long-range :flruits 
of the negotiations, I continue to believe 
more strongly than ever to the gpeciflcs 
of the plan l outlined on the Senate floor 
more than a year ago. 

Assuming, if we can. that the bomb
ing curtailment will continue and, per
haps with an assist from private diplo
macy and some sort of responsible third
party assurance, lead to a mutual de
escalation on the ground and ultimately 
to a. cease-fire, we should, I believe, then 
press on to the following objectives: 

First, a verified free election, on a 
broader base than has hereto! ore been 
honored, with the right to hold office and 
the right to vote open to every citizen 
of South Vietnam; 

Second, in accordance with the princi
ples of self-determination, the internal 
affairs of South Vietnam, including con
sideration of reunification and constitu
tional issues, to be settled by a new South 
Vietnamese Government resulting from 
the election; 

Third, agreement in principle to even
tual complete American withdrawal of 
troops, and withdrawal in fact based on 
completion of arrangements leading to 
election, to replacement by Asian troops, 
and to the withdrawal of North Viet
namese forces; and 

Fourth, immediate release of all politi
cal prisoners, amnesty for any political 
actions in the past, and right of asylum 
outside of South Vietnam for any South 
Vietnamese wishing it. 

If the safeguards of amnesty and, 
where necessary, asylum are guaran
teed, I believe our humanitarian com
mitments will be fulfi.Ue'd. 

Such an outcome, I believe, would be 
preferable to the majority of the unfor
tunate South Vietnamese, so many of 
whom today are either refugees or casu
alties of war--or dead. 

Moreover, it is worth noting that a 
coalition government might well hold its 
own. Actually, since World War II, of the 
33 countries which have had coalition 
governments in which Communists par
ticipated~ 22 have remained non-Com
munist. 

If at the worst, a National Communist 
government rose, we have only to look 
at history and geography to see that 
Vietnam's principal enemy would prob
ably soon prove to be its traditional, 
overbearing threat of more than a thou
sand years, China, as I have already 
noted. Moreover, ti ever there were a na
tionally oriented Communist, it is Ho 
Chi Minh. We would certainly be better 
o:ff than the best alternative now ahead 
o-f us; namely, an artificial regime in
definitely shored up by the lives of Amer
ican young men and our dollars. Our 
great responsibility, then, would be to 
assure amnesty or as~lum to every South 
Vietnamese who might be penalized by 
such a. governmentr withal recognizing 
that many may now be friendly to us 
mainly becaw;e of personal economic ad
vantage. Nevertheless, we owe them the 
assurance of a safe and free life. 

Finally, I believe that we should make 
every effort to internationalize our ef
forts both in the present military opera
tions and in the stabilization which we 

hope wtll follow. At present some 2,866 
American AID and civilian ,personnel are 
in Vietnam and just 2'1 from the United 
Nations,. or appro-xima.tely 1 percent. l 
should like to see an e:fl'ort made toward 
the start of a reversl:l,l of these figmes 
and the changes in responsibility that 
this reversal would indicate. 

This would mean~ too, that if the 
United States or the International 
Court of Justice would be willing to con
sider the Vietnam problem or any part 
of it, agreement in advance would have 
to be made by all sides to accept its de
cisions, a commitment that both Wash
ington and Hanoi have so far studiously 
avoided. 

We should remember, too, that nothing 
will happen quickly because Ho Chi 
Minh and his followers believe .that they 
have been welched upon three times at 
international conferences. 

First, in 1946, when the French went 
back on their understanding with the 
Vietminh that they would grant the 
Vietnamese their independence follow
ing the withdrawal of the Japanese. 

Second, when the Russians and Chi
nese forced Ho Chi Minh, in Geneva;, in 
1954, to accept the 17th parallel as a 
dividing line and generally forced Ho to 
settle at the conference table for far 
less than he had won or was winning 
on the battlefield. 

Third, when the United states sup
ported the South Vietnam refusal in 
1956 to hold the _ elections that bad been 
agreed upon in 1954. 

The lack of wisdom of our past course 
in Vietnam is to my mind confirmed by 
the unwillingness of other nations to 
help us, as shown by the all-too-thin 
statistics of those now bearing arms be
side us in South Vietnam. Among the 
very few free world nations now sharing 
the fighting burden are New Zealand 
and Australia, who, because of their 
proximity, have an even greater fear of 
China than do we. The other exceptions 
are South Korea for whom the United 
States pays the entire cost, exclusive 
of salaries, of 45,000 troops in South 
Vietnam-while we still maintain 50,000 
American troops in Korea and provide a 
third of a billion dollars a year there in 
economic and military aid-a commit
ment that is being increased because of 
North Korean bellicosity and the heinous 
Pueblo affair-the Philippines who have 
provided some engineers, and Thailand, 
which has provided its airfields and a 
battalion of troops. Otherwise, the rest 
(l)f the world has only seen fit to give 
South Vietnam medical supplies, ambu
lances, and humanitarian relief. 

Looking ahead, I believe, we should 
particularly seek more participation by 
other Asian nations to dispel the notion 
that this is a white man's war or that 
the regime which follows Generals Thieu 
and Ky will be an extension of white 
colonialism. 

We should be particularly mindful of 
the present expansion of the American 
commitment in Thailand and seek to re
verse that dangerous trend toward an
other Vietnam. 

And we should strive to achieve a 
military neutralization of the whole of 
Southeast Asia, guaranteed either by the 

Geneva Convention power& together 
with tile United States, or, bettel' yet_ by 
the United Nations. 

We shoUfd be prepared to support and 
encourage, but only with limited U.S. 
pa:rrtlcipation,. a mammoth economic and 
educational development program, in 
conjunction with pacification, which will 
make the promised reforms of the Na
tional Liberation Front seem pale by 
comparison. In promoting this long., -
range development program, we should 
insist on the maximum utilization of all 
available international agencies, includ• 
ing the United Nations technical as
sistance program, the Economic Com
mission on Asia and the Far. East, and 
the proposed Asian Development Bank. 

Finally, with regard to China, I believe 
it would be in our national interest to 
have China join and be in contact with 
the United Nations and the family of na
tions in the belief that her actions and 
attitudes might be improved. The most 
efficacious and most painless. way of end.; 
ing communism is by eroding it. And, 
erosion can only occur when contact is 
established and surfaces rub~ 

We do not have -to take any positive 
action to bring such erosion about. All 
we need to do to bring this about is take 
a negative action; to simply cease twist
ing arms and blackballing China's ad
mission into the United Nations. I must 
add here that from a positive vieWPoint, 
we must be sure that Taiwan or Nation
alist China remains a member of the 
United Nations although, eventually, her 
great-power permanent S'ecurity Council 
seat would have to go to mainland China 
with its quarter of our world's people. 

Persona!Iy, I would be opposed to a 
public change of policy to actively ad
vocate China's admission, as that would 
be an insulting gesture to all our 
friends-and her neighbors-in her part 
of the world, who have so far been help
ing us blackball her. such as Australia, 
the Philippines, and Malaysia. 

All we need do is to stop taking the 
lead in opposing China's admission and 
then let events take their natural course; 
or,. as I said earlier, let the other. fellows 
have our way. _ 

These are some elements of what I 
conceive to be our wisest course for the 
future in Vietnam and Southeast Asia, 
based on a realistic and long-range view 
of our national interest and our history. 

Regrettably, I must say; that our ooliey 
has not rested on such a basis in the past, 
and I close with a plea and a prayer 
that our objectives and our strategy may 
undergo continuing reappraisal in this 
year of decision, and, perhaps more im
portant, of our own national elections. 
The issue is as ultimate as survival it
self. We ought not continue to agree with 
bland acquiescence to a course based on 
short-term expediency fraught with far 
greater long-term danger and containing 
within itself the seeds of our destruction. 
Rather, let us concentrate our efforts on 
a rational and realistic policy keyed to 
objectives which merit our commitment. 
And, then let us pursue those objectives 
emphatically at the bargaining table. 

Let us realize. as leaders. that until 
man's nature changes or until some kind 
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of world government under law comes 
into being-neither of which is likely to 
happen in the lifetime of any of us here
our job as leaders is to cool down the 
fighting, to limit the areas of hostility 
and lower the threshold of violence, from 
a long-term viewpoint, this means less 
blood is spilled, less gold drained, and 
less likelihood of general war coming 
upon us than if we simply concentrate on 

·quick victory at any cost. 
And at home this means that we can 

concentrate our efforts and our energies 
where they belong; namely, on imagina
tive solutions to unemployment, poverty, 
malnutrition and ill health-solutions 
which have been curtailed bcause of our 
costly involvement overseas. 

To the needy, underprivileged and im
poverished of this nation, we have an 
obligation to help fulfill aspirations 
which deserve to be fulfilled here and 
now and not def erred because of an ob
scure commitment to a people who might 
well be better otf without us. 

We cannot and must not allow a for
eign entanglement to ensnare us to the 
peril of our internal progress and 
stability. 

THE SOLIDARITY DAY MARCH 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to 

comment on the most successful and, in 
my mind, gratifying Solidarity Day 
march recently conducted by the South
ern Christian Leadership Conference in 
Washington. 

From the initial announcement of both 
the establishment of Resurrection City 
and of a mass march, cries of alarm were 
heard both in this Chamber and 
throughout the country. There was fear 
of riot; and, if the truth were told, prob
ably an unexpressed hope that the whole 
undertaking would meet with failure. As 
the weeks passed, there were mistakes 
made-but they were mistakes of an ad
ministrative nature, not substantive
organization seemed to be lacking; and 
for those of us who hoped to eliminate 
the miserable conditions experienced by 
many disadvantaged citizens, there was 
concern that an unsuccessful demonstra
tion would harm the overriding cause. 

Perhaps like many others in this area, 
my wife, children, and myself decided to 
go to the Washington Monument and, if 
nothing else, help to swell the crowd of 
those who were concerned about the le
gitimate demands being made. The scene 
at the Monument was one of mass con
fusion. There was entertainment and an 
atmosphere of gaiety; however, it was 
also clear that there was an underlying 
purpose, however amorphous, for this 
great assemblage of people. As we strolled 
from the Washington Monument to the 
Lincoln Memorial, I was struck by the 
dignity of the crowd assembled. And as 
we moved closer to the Lincoln Memorial, 
which, indeed, seems to have become one 
of the sacred temples of our country, the 
frivolity ceased, and a purposeful, con
cerned mood took hold of the crowd. 

Here we could not help be reminded of 
another great American, who has been 
our contemporary, Dr. Martin Luther 
King, a man of peace and a Nobel Prize 
winner, who spoke not too many years 
ago of having a dream. And the march 

and assembly Wednesday showed this 
dream has not yet been realized, and that 
too many years have gone by toward such 
a realization. The dream continues. It is 
time we all awakened to our times. 

The speakers from the platform, in 
varying ways, all attempted to demon
strate the dire need, not only for food, 
but also for education and jobs· presently 
being experienced not only by blacks, but 
also Puerto Ricans, Mexican-Americans 
and the American Indians who were 
among my forebears. The Reverend 
Ralph David Abernathy spoke bluntly of 
these needs, succinctly set forth his posi
tion, and spoke for the majority of the 
assembled mass. Underlying the whole 
speaking program was the eddying feel
ing that our Nation must move, must 
take notice of the needs, must take ac
tion to alleviate conditions which should 
never have been allowed to develop in 
the first place. 

Dr. Abernathy also brought up an
other question, Mr. President, and that 
is the future of demonstration. I under
stand that the permit for Resurrection 
City expires this Sunday. I would hope 
that the Department of Interior would 
see fit to extend that permit. One would 
ask why grant such an extension? 
Aftluent segments of our society are rep
resented in Washington by lobbyists who 
can afford comfortable offices, high
priced laWYers, and always seem able 
to secure access to those in powerful 
positions in our Government. However, 
the people who marched on Wednesday 
do not have the wherewithal to launch 
a high-priced lobbying organization. 
Their efforts must be personal; and in
stead of an office, they have constructed 
a little city. I wonder what harm is be
ing done by the presence of Resurrection 
City. Do not these citizens have the right 
to petition their Government in a peace
ful and orderly manner, and would not 
the continuing existence of the city re
inforce in the collective minds of both 
the executive and congressional branches 
of Government the real needs and per
haps the actual priorities we should be 
studying today? 

I think we must be realistic in that 
the denial of a permit extension will not 
cause Resurrection City to disappear 
overnight. Once established, I believe the 
"city" and its people will naturally at
tempt to stay until they believe there 
has been some realization of their major 
goals. 

I emphasize that any such extension 
should be based on the orderly, peaceful, 
and law-abiding nature of the activities 
of those covered by such a permit. Nat
urally, if violence or illegal actions arise 
from any such extension, that extension 
should be canceled. 

Needless to say, the illegal and disor
derly actions yesterday of a few of the 
Resurrection City residents on their way 
back from the Department of Agricul
ture are cause for real concern. Still, I 
believe there can yet be reasonable ne
gotiations to allow a continuation of the 
permit. But the Reverend Ralph Aber
nathy and his leaders must give guar
antees that there will be improvement in 
what appears to be a deteriorating situa
tion. Steps must be taken to discipline 

any violators of the peace, and there 
must be tightening of regulations and 
security both for those inside the en
campment and those who come as visi
tors and tourists outside. None of us 
want nor will allow violence. The pur
pose of this campaign of nonviolence 
must be reaffirmed and the spirit of Dr. 
Martin Luther King, practiced, as well 
as preached by his followers. 

In closing, Mr. President, I should like 
to congratulate the Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference on the success of 
Solidarity Day. The quiet emotion it 
generated was indeed moving and de
monstrative. I only hope that those of us 
in positions to help will heed the calls, 
recognize the emergency nature of them, 
and take the needed action. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an editorial entitled "Solidarity 
Day, 1968," published in the Washington 
Post of June 20, and an editorial entitled 
"Solidarity Day," published in the Wash
ington Evening Star of June 20, 1968, 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From The Wa·shington (D.C.) ~st, 
June 20, 1968] 

SoLIDARITY DAY, 1968 
Solidal'ity Day, like its forerunner in 1963, 

was a day of hope and of challenge, not a day 
of disaster ·and despair. The thousands who 
gathered under the hot sun at the Lincoln 
Memorial were there because they believe in 
America and in its ability to meet the wants 
and needs of those on whose behalf they 
demonstrated. The appeals that went out 
over the loudspeakers were not appeals for 
violence or for revolutionary changes in the 
Nwtion's political and economic systems. They 
were appeals aimed at driving home the real 
message of the Poor People's Oampaign-that 
the Nation has problems in its cities, its 
towns, and its rural areas and must get on 
with the task of solving them. 

Two slogans that appeaired most often on 
the placards the marchers waved and on the 
buttons they wore carried the message of 
the day: "End hunger in America" and "I 
have a dream- One Nation." There were 
secondary messages, of course-"Black Pow
er" and "End the War." But the predominant 
tone was a plea that Americans-black and 
white-join together to eliminate poverty, 
not that Negroes split off from the rest of so
ciety and go on their own way. And the ef
forts by some of the leaders and some of the 
marchers to turn the demonstration into an 
attack on the Government's policy in Viet
nam were mufHecl. 

It would be difficult for anyone to fault 
the goals that the Rev. Mr. Abernathy out
lined-jobs, housing, food, adequate income, 
health care, opportunities for education, and 
an end to violence. They are the goals of al
most all Americans and the demonstrators 
were here once again, as Mr. Abernathy ex
plained., to seek "redress of their grievances" 
in these areas. 

The mood of Solidarity Day was somewhat 
different from the mood · of the March on 
Washington five years ago. It lacked both the 
inspiration and the exhilaration of that ear
lier day, perhaps because it also lacked the 
man who had given those qualities to the 
drive for equal rights and an end to poverty. 

But the day was impressive in its own 
right. The size of the crowd, given the dis
organization and lack of planning, was just 
as remark.able as the greater outpouring in 
1963. So was its orderly behavior which once 
again disproved the contention that those 
who express their dllstress automatically ere-
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ate a danger that such expression. wm lead 
to violence. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
June 20, 1968] 
SOLIDARITY DAY 

From time to time the _cameras focused on 
the massive, brooding figure in the back
ground. And one felt that he would have un
derstood it-all of it. 

Poverty? Very few among the many thou
sands massed around the Memorial have 
known poverty as Abraham Lincoln knew it. 

Housing? The only home he knew in his 
formative years was a log cabin in the wil
derness. 

Hunger? There were many days when 
young Abe felt its pangs. 

War? It may be doubted that any man has 
known greater anguish than that which was 
Lincoln's constant companion from 1861 to 
1865. 

So Abraham Lincoln would have under
stood the demonstration-all of it. 

He would have abided the demagogues, for 
he knew an abundance of them in his day. 
He would have understood and applauded 
the statesman-like remarks from such men 
as Roy Wilkins and Senator Brooke, for Lin• 
coln also bore the stamp of statesmanship. 

He would have listened with compassion 
as Mrs. Martin Luther King, a remarkable 
woman, cried out for an end to the war in 
Vietnam. Abraham Lincoln paced the floor 
on many a sleepless night searching in heart 
and mind for a way to end the agony of our 
Civil War. He would have been deeply moved 
as he listened to Mrs. Mary Gurley, of At
lanta, sing "My Heavenly Father Watches 
Over Me." · 

He would even have understood the threat
ful, even belligerent tone of the speech by 
the Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, and he 
would have hoped, as all must hope, that 
reflection and wiser counsel will overrule 
the announced intent to stay indefinitely in 
Resurrection City, permit or no permit. 

Yes, this man who spoke of government of 
the people, by the people, for the people 
would have fully understood and appreciated 
the peaceful demonstration put together in 
Washington yesterday under the direction 
of ::>terling Tucker. The rfght of the people 
to petition their government was close to 
the heart of Abraham Lincoln, who also died 
of an assassin's bullet, although strangely, 
there was little or no mention of the fact 
by the speakers who addressed the throng 
from the steps Of his Memc:>rial. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
INOUYE in the chair) . The clerk will call 
the roll. 

-The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HILL 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, last night 

the Board of Regents of the National Li
brary of Medicine of the Public Health 
Service at Bethesda, Md., held a dinner 
honoring one of the great Senators of 
our time who is retiring from the Sen
ate at the end of this session. I refer, of 
course, t0 the incomparable LISTER HILL 
of Alabama. 

For many years he has been known to 
us in the Senate as "Mr. Health,'' but 
appreciated by us as a great statesman 

on all fronts. He ls a giant statesman 
when it comes to the matter of the con
tribution he has made over his 30 years 
of service in the Senate to the health 
programs of our country. 

Mr. President, it was a matter of deep 
regret to me that I was unable to be at 
the banquet last night honoring Senator 
HILL. I have served for many years under 
the leadership and "teachingship" of 
Senator HILL. 

If I am honored and privileged to re
turn to the Senate after the election this 
coming November, one of my greatest 
honors will be to succeed Senator HILL 
as chairman of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

I could not possibly fill the shoes of 
Senator HILL, but I certainly will be in
spired by my learning under his leader
ship in carrying out any future duties I 
may be called upon to perform for the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
for the Senate. 

Last night his distinguished colleague, 
Senator SPARKMAN, made the major 
speech honoring Senator HILL at the 
banquet that was held in Senator HILL's 
honor by the Board of Regents of the Na
tional Library of Medicine. I ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point the address of Sen
ator SPARKMAN which is entitled "Law
makers and Medicine." It is a brilliant 
speech. There is not a word, sentence, or 
paragraph in it paying tribute to Sen
ator HILL that is not deserved. I wish to 
congratulate not only Senator HILL but 
also I wish to congratulate Senator 
SPARKMAN in respect to the very deserv
ing speech he made last night at the 
banquet to which I ref erred. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LAWMAKERS AND MEDICINE 

(By Senator JOHN SPARKMAN Of Alabama) 
Sena;tor Hill, esteemed oolleagues, Mr. Sec

retary, members of the Board Of Regents, 
ladies and gentlemen. I am proud to have 
this opportunity to honor my fellow Senatm" 
from Alabama in this moot impressive insti
tution which he did so much to create. Al
though I supported it, I have never before 
been inside its modern walls. I fully appre
ciate now the truth oi a Congressional repoa:t 
on the establishment elf the_National Library 
of Medicine when it declared: "Had it not 
been far the aiction of Oongress on this Hill 
measure, a resource oi incalculable value to 
the health of the American people might have 
been destroyed at any moment. The loss 
would have been irTeparable." 

In gathering material for this presenta
tion, I was reminded of the intimate colla
boration between the practitioners of the 
two ancient professions of law and medicine. 
The collection of this institution includes a 
wealth of information on the subject and I 
need not go into great detail, for the exhibit 
in the lobby, which you a.re soon to view, 
contains such fascinating visual material as 
to make my words flat and uninteresting by 
comparison. As a matter of fact the ·resources 
of the Library a.re such that one could speak 
on almost any subject ... and medicine. 

Ever since human society began the estab
lishment of civilization as we know it today, 
law and medicine have followed · parallel 
paths. Both have concerned themselves with 
human welfare: the regulation of mans af
fairs on the one hand and the alleviation _of 
sickness and disease on the other. The two 
professions which both minister to human 

needs have ancient roots I am pleased to note 
in passing that Solon, the law giver, (638-
559 B.C.} to whom my own profession owes 
so much, antedated the physician Hippo
crates (460?-477? B.C.) by 200 years. Per
haps Imhotep best symbolizes the relation
ship of the two professions, however. Im
hotep was the personal physician to Pharaoh 
Zoser almost 5,000 years ago and, at the same 
time served as his chief justice. 

Human health in the past needed protec
tion and hence laws were made to regulate 
and control the potential dangers of the en
vironment. Thus the dietary laws of the an
cient Hebrew tribes had as their basis the 
practical matter of sanitary nutrition in a 
tropical country The oldest known code of 
laws was promulgated by the Sumerian king 
Ur-Nammu. It orders monetary compensation 
for bodily injury and, therefore, is more pro
gressive than many later codes such as the 
Hammurabi Code, which set cruel penalties 
in case of failure of treatment. Photographs 
of both the Ur-Nammu and Hammurabi 
codes are includes in the exhibit upstairs. I 
think you will find them interesting whether 
or not you are connected with the medical or 
legal professions. 

All during the Middle Ages when plague 
was such a scourge on the European con
tinent, each of the European states organized 
protective and preventive measures, quaran
tine systems and the efforts to control by 
law the spread of pestilences. In our country 
well on down into the present century, we 
can find ample evidence of the lawmakers' 
concern for the control of communicable 
diseases. 

I would like to dwell on one segment of this 
5,000 year history-lawmakers and medicine 
in the United States. Specifically, I would 
like to trace for you briefly some of the more 
important legislative actions taken by Con
gress since 1778, the year the Marine Hospital 
Act was passed. That legislation was of es
pecial significance for three reasons: it es
tablished the Marine Hospital Service, the 
predecessor of the Public Health Service as 
we know it today; it provided the organiza
tion for setting up a national quarantine 
system; and it represents one of the earliest 
examples of prepaid medical insurance. In 
these days of spiralling medical costs, we can 
look back wistfully at the 20c per month the 
seamen were charged for medical and hos
pital care. And that was "high option." 

Between 1800 and 1850 the United States 
underwent great expansion, but public health 
activities remained relatively stationary. The 
young Nation was repeatedly ravaged by 
epidemics of smallpox, yellow fever, cholera, 
and typhoid. Tuberculosis and malaria were 
common. In Massachusetts in 1850, for ex
ample, the tuberculosis death rate was over 
300 per 100,000 population and, even more 
appalling, the infant mortality rate was 
about 200 per 1,000 live births. State and 
city health departments, when they existed 
were not able to cope adequately with the 
problems. 

Sponsored by the American Public Health 
Association, a bill was passed by the Con
gress in 1879 setting up a National Board of 
Health. The seven Board members appointed 
by the President included John Shaw Bill
ings, who at that time was Director of this 
institution (then called the Library of the 
Surgeon-General's Office). The law which 
created the Board, however,' was not reen
acted four years later, as was necessary, and 
it died an untimely death. Its powers and 
functions reverted to the Marine Hospital 
Service, which had recently been strength
ened in 1878 by the passage of the first port 
quarantine act. 

This act involved a new principle, hitherto 
unknown in Federal legislation: the author7 

lty to investigate and perform medical re- · 
search. In this case the Congress was specif
ically concerned with the origin and causes of 
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epidemic diseases, especially yellow fever and 
cholera. 

In 1890 Congress gave the Marine Hospital 
Service authority to carry out medical in
spection of all immigrants. Also that year, 
the Service was given quasi-military status, 
the men receiving commissions and uni
forms. 

The forerunner of the National Institutes 
of Health, the Hygienic Laboratory, was 
established in 1901. Originally organized in 
three divisions of chemistry, zoology, and 
pharmacology, its functions were expanded 
in 1912 by- an act giving the laboratory a 
broad mandate to "study and investigate the 
diseases of man and conditions influencing 
the origin and spread thereof ... " I am 
happy to see that one of the most outstanding 
investigators of the Hygienic Laboratory
Dr. James P. Leake-is here with us this 
evening. 

In the year following the establishment of 
the Laboratory, 1902, Congress renamed the 
Marine Hospital Service the Public Health 
and Marine Hospital Service and gave it a 
definite form of organization under the 
direction of a surgeon general. In 1912 the 
name was shortened to Public Health Service. 
The year 1912 also saw the establishment of 
a Children's Bureau in the Department of 
Commerce and Labor (the Bureau later be
came part of DHEW) . 

A notable milestone in legislative innova
tion for the Nation's health was the Congres
sional appropriation of the even then modest 
sum of $25,000 in 1917 for PHS to spend in 
cooperating with the states on studies and 
demonstrations in rural health work. This 
appropriation represented the beginnings of 
a new administrative approach in Federal
State public health relationships. 

The broad definition of public health im
plicit in that act was expanded even further 
by the passage in 1935 of the Federal Social 
Security Act. Title VI of the act, which re
lates to the Public Health Service, was writ
ten "for the purpose of assisting states, 
counties, health districts, and other political 
subdivisions of the states in estabhshlng and 
maintaining adequate public health serv
ice ... " To carry out this purpose, the act 
provided for an appropriation which made 
possible grants-in-aid to the states and ter
ritories. The Public Health Service was fur
ther expanded by the passage of the National 
Cancer Act in 1937 which provided for the 
establishment of a Na.tional Cancer Institute. 

In 1939, as part of President Roosevelt's 
program for the reo:i:ganization and consoli
dation of Federal services, a Federal Security 
Agency was created for the purpose of bring
ing together a large part of the health, wel
fare, and educational services of the Federal 
Government .. After 141 years, only nine years 
less than the life of the Nation itself, the 
Public Health Service lef.t the administrative 
juridsiction of the Treasury Department 
(where it had been placed because of the re
lationship between the Marine Hospital Serv
ice and port customs officials who were re
sponsible for collecting the 20¢ per month 
insurance) . 

The history of health legislation begins 
to parallel the career of Senator Lister Hill 
during this period. To the Nation this man 
is known as the Senate's "Statesman for 
Health"~and with good reason. For the 
thirty-year Senate career we are honoring to
night has been responsible, directly or indi
rectly, by any measure or yardstick you wish 
to use, for more legislation in the broad 
field of health than was ena<:ted in those 140 
ye3.rs I have been recounting. 

Of the outstanding health programs which 
bear Lister Hill's name, perhaps that with 
broadest effect today is the Hospital and 
Health Center Construction Act of 1946, of 

· which Senator Hill is the chief architect and 
builder. 

Known across the Nation as the Hill
Burton program, it has brought to this coun-

try in the past 20 years under a local-State.
Federal cost-sharing formula over 9,350 gen
eral hospitals, mental hospitals, chronic dis
ease hospitals, tuberculosis sanatoriums, 
public health centers, nursing homes, schools 
for nurses, crippled children's clinics, re
habilitation facilities, diagnostic and treat
ment centers, and other medical facilities 
that were either completed or under con
struction as of March 31, 1968. Over 404,000 
in-patient hospital beds had been added to 
hospitals and nursing homes under the 
program. The total cost of this construction 
ls almost $13 billion, with over two-thirds, or 
$9.7 billion, coming from non-Federal 
sources. 

In 1958 Senator Hill added to the Hlll
Burton Act a provision that the program can 
make long-term loans as well as grants. 
The program was extended for five years in 
1964. Under the Hospital and Medical Facili
ties Modernization Amendments of 1967 that 
he introduced, a new program of direct 
Federal laws for improving obsolete health 
facilities would be authorized. 

Through Senator Hill's persistence and 
leadership, support and funds for medical 
research have increased sixteen-fold since 
he became Chairman of the Senate commit
tee handling appropriations for medical re
search. This sharp rise in Federal support has 
stimulated colleges, industry and other pri
vate sources of support. 

Medical research gained the status and re
sources needed for pressing forward to new 
horizons with the establishment in 1948 of 
the National Institutes of Health as the re
search arm of the United States Public Health 
Service. The measure establishing Nm was 
sponsored by Senator Hill. Additional Hill 
legislation in subsequent years expanded Nm 
into added fields of research. 

In the field of mental retardation and 
mental illness, the Hill-Harris Act of 1963 
is a legislative landmark. This Act authorizes 
financial assistance for the construction of a 
comprehensive network of facilities for the 
mentally retarded and mentally ill that 
promises dramatic progress in decreasing the 
prolonged periods of institutional care now 
associated with these two conditions. 

Probably all of you understand Lister's 
secret of being able to do such a tremendous 
job in the field of health and education. Of 
course, Lister would be capable of doing that 
job even without being chairman. However, 
he is chairman of the legislative committee 
which ·authorizes appropriations. Secretary 
Cohen knows that authorizing does not by 
any means insure appropriations. However, 
Lister happens also to be chairman of the 
appropriations subcommittee that makes ap·· 
propriations for these activities. 

In 1965, Senator Hill sponsored legislation 
that was enacted to authorize funds for 
initial staffing assistance for community 
mental health centers. Senator Hill has also 
secured the enactment of legislation to train 
teachers of the mentally retarded, to finance 
community mental health programs, and to 
train psychiatric personnel. In 1967 Senator 
Hill authored legislation to expand and con
tinue the Community Mental Health Centers 
Act and amendments to initiate staffing as
sistance for mental retardation facilities as 
well as an extension and expansion of the 
1963 Act relating to the construction of both 
university-affiliated and community mental 
retardation facilities. If I were to list all the 
health legislation Lister Hill has sponsored or 
supported, we wouldn't have time to view the 
exhibit. 

If, as I mentioned earlier, he is known to 
many people as the Senate's "Statesman for 
Health"-to the medical library community 
he must surely be known as the foremost 
patron of biomedical communication. 

This National Library of Medicine, the 
world's largest library in a single scientific 
discipline, was established and now occupies 
this marvelous building through the efforts 
of Senator Hill and the late Senator John F. 

Kennedy. In introducing to the Senate the 
bill which created the National Library of 
Medicine in 1956, Senator Hill said: "This 
medical Ubrary is a living, vibrantly func
tioning institution, serving members of the 
health professions daily and in a myriad of 
ways." 

In 1965 Senator Hill introduced legislation 
that was enacted to expand and improve our 
medical library resources through a program 
embracing construction assistance, the ac
quisition of basic resource materials, train
ing, research and development. The Medical 
Library Assistance Act, as it is known, also 
authorizes the establishment and operation 
of regional medical libraries. Great assistance 
has been rendered to the Nation's medical 
libraries under the Act, demonstrating in the 
most tangible terms the guiding wisdom be
hind the l~slation. 

The National Library of Medicine is more 
than a repository of medical literature and 
grant-in-aid mechanism. These functions are 
not ends in themselves, but means-means 
to the end of a Nation CYf healthier citizens. 
Further, it is becoming more apparent that 
these means can and should be subsumed 
under a larger, more all-inclusive means: 
that of an operating network of biomedical 
communication. 

Such a. network is, with today's tech
nology, completely feasible. The knowledge 
and competence that designed and success
fully operated NLM's computer-based MED
LARS can design and operate a National net
work of medical information, bringing to the 
scientist, educator, and family physician the 
most recent and relevant in medical findings. 
This is as close to the ultimate "end" as t.he 
Library can come. 

To help achieve this information network, 
this final means to the end, the Library, with 
the support of the health community, is 
planning for the establishment of a National 
Center for Biomedical Communication. Such 
a Center would extend the computer capa
bilities of MEDLARS, enlarge the Library's 
Research and Development Program, draw 
upon and add to the tremendous store of 
information housed here, and increase the 
effectiveness of medical libraries and health 
communication centers all over the country. 

Browning said, "A man's reach should ex
ceed his grasp or what's a heaven for?" 

Just so the reach of such a Center should 
always exceed its grasp. Television, satellites, 
films, lasers, computers, all these and more 
could be applied to those problems of medi
cine dependent upon communication. The 
Center would ensure the concentration of 
industrial, university, and Federal resources 
on those areas of information transfer of 
highest benefit to the biomedical community 
and the people CYf this country. 

To perpetuate the name of the man who 
has done so much for the health of the Na
tion, who has exhibited an abiding concern 
for and interest in libraries in general and 
the National Library of Medicine in particu
lar, I propose thait his name be linked with 
that of the new facility. How better could it 
be designated than the "Lister Hill Center 
for Biomedical Communication"? How bet
ter to honor the legislative career and ac
complishments of the Nation's Statesman 
for Health? 

This may sound panegyric, Lister, after all 
you're retiring ... not expiring ... but I 
know I speak for everyone familiar with your 
career when I say that no lawmaker has ever 
been more deserving of a nation's gratitude 
for public service rendered for the health of 
1 ts cl tizenry. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also 
would like the RECORD to show that I 
sent a wire to the banquet expressing a 
tribute of mine to Senator HILL. I ask 
unanimous consent that my wire may be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tele-
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gram was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HILL 
I deeply regret that pressing commitments 

in Oregon have taken from me the pleasure 
and privilege of being with you tonight as 
you honor one of the great Senators of this 
or any other generation. In every state of the 
Union are to be found the monuments to his 
political sagacity and his humanitarian 
dedication. It ls these monuments, the Hill
Burton hospitals, Hill-Elliott school rooms 
and language laboratories, the public libraries 
built under the Library Services and Con
struction Act, which best reflect his concept 
of service to the men and women, the boys 
and girls of this country. I am deeply honored 
by his friendship. I am deeply grateful for the 
support he has given me as my leader on the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare and I value and treasure the wisdom of 
his counsel. He ls truly a national Senator 
and he is a loyal son of Alabama. The nation 
ls richer for the work he has done. 

WAYNE MORSE. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
June 20, 1968, the President had ap
proved and signed the act (S. 1999) to 
amend the District of Columbia Public 
Education Act. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate messages from the Presi
dent of the United States submitting sun
dry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

CONSTRUCTION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 16703) to authorize cer
tain construction at military installa
tions, and for other purposes. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

the unanimous-consent agreement ob
tained on June 18, 1968, with respect to 
the pending military construction au
thorization bill is not accurately re
flected in its printing on the Senate 
Calendar. 

The intent of the unanimous-consent 
agreement obtained on June 18, 1968, is 
as follows: 

First. The time limitation would be
gin at 1 o'clock on Monday next. 

Second. The pending amendment at 
- that time would be the Cooper-Hart 

amendment <No. 854), and the debate 
on that amendment would be limited to 
3 hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER] and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. 

Third. Debate on any other amend
ment would be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
sponsor of the amendment and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. 

Fourth. Debate on the bill would be 
limited to 2 hours, to be divided equally 
and controlled by the majority and mi
nority leaders. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
unanimous-consent agreement obtained 
on June 18, 1968, on the pending bill be 
modified, if necessary, to reflect this in
tent, and that the printing of the agree
ment be accordingly modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INOUYE in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
for the information of all Senators, it is 
anticipated that the vote on the pending 
Cooper-Hart amendment will occur 11ot 
later than 4 p.m. on Monday next, and 
it is the hope of the leadership that the 
final passage of the bill will occur before 
adjournment on Monday next; 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
modified, and later reduced to writing, is 
as follows: 

Ordered, That effective at 1 o'clock p.m., 
Monday, June 24, 1968, during the further 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 16703), to au
thorize certain construction at military in
stallations, and for other purposes, debate on 
any amendment (except pending amend
ment No. 854 offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] on which debate shall 
be limited to 3 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the Senator from Ken
tucky and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS]), motion, or appeal, except a mo
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to 
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the mover of any such amendment or 
motion and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS]: Provided, That in the event the 
Senator from Mississippi is in favor of any 
such amendment or motion, the time in op
position thereto shall be controlled by the 
minority leader or some Senator designated 
by him. Provided further, That no amend
ment that is not germane to the provisions of 
the said bill shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said 
leaders, or either of them, may, from the time 
under their control on the passage of the said 
bill, allot additional time to any Senator 
during the consideration of any amendment, 
motion, or appeal. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President I urg0 the 
Senate to retain in the military con
struction bill those funds provided for 
the Sentinel antimissile program. I 
would note that those funds have been 
included in this bill after full and care
ful consideration by the Armed Serv
ices Committee. 

They are, to be blunt, crucial to our 
n a tional security. 

To postpone our Nation's progress to
ward a missile defense would be to place 
the dagger in our enemy's hands. 

In 1949 the Soviet Union revealed its 
first nuclear weapon. Prior to 1949 the 
United States had the power to enslave 
the world with its nuclear power. Our 
course, instead, was one of peace and 
constructive initiative. 

We offered in 1946 in the Baruch
Acheson:..Lilienthal proposal to turn over 
our nuclear stockpile under a system of 
inspections to permit management of 
this problem. The Soviet Union vetoed 
it and continued on their well laid-out 
plan to become the primary world nuclear 
power. 

We have made every prudent offer a 
country could make to try to control 
arms; however, we must remain strong. 
To abandon construction of the ABM 
sites at this time would leave our re
taliatory strength vulnerable to possible 
annihilation. 

The only way we have ever been suc
cessful in dealing with the Soviet Union 
has been through strength. We must 
oontinue to talk to them while also re
maining strong to insure that they con
tinue to listen. 

I have found both misinformed and 
unconvincing the five alleged argu
ments against Sentinel propounded here 
Tuesday and Wednesday. 

The facts of the matter, as I know 
them after considerable study and at
tention to the matter, are the reverse of 
the five points presented Tuesday. 

First. We cannot afford to wait still 
longer. 

Second. Sentinel is ready for initial 
deployment. 

Third. Sentinel would enhance, not 
hamper, hopes for international order, 
balance and perhaps ultimaite arms con
trol. 

Fourth. Dollar savings will be lost, 
not realized, by further procrastination. 

Fifth. Sentinel will work. 
Let me elaborate. 
We cannot wait any longer because 

the McNamara Defense Department has 
waited too long already while the So
viets and Red Chinese have been busily 
developing nuclear systems. 

And may I say that I think my col
leagues who harp on the so-called lag 
in Chinese missile development beg tne 
issue in a most dangerous fashion. Red 
China is a danger always as a warlike, 
irrational nation. But, our main nuclear 
deterrent is and must continue to be 
effective immediately against the Soviet 
Union. 

The point to be remembered is just 
this: 

Because we are faced by a reckless Red 
China, and-because the Soviet Union 
is putting in its own defensive missiles 
plus orbit-capable weapons and is by
passing us in offensive missile numbers
for the first time since 1945 the security 
of our American second-strike, deter
rent missile force is endangered by ad
vances in enemy technology and enemy 
recklessness. 

What we are facing with the anti
missile-missile is a force that can re
verse the scales of deterrence which have 
kept the Russians at bay for 20 years. 

Ever since World War II the heart of 
American strategic foreign and mili
tary policy has been one of deterr ence 
of Communist aggression. 

This we have accomplished so far by 
maintaining a retaliatory strike capa
bility that could withstand a surprise 
attack and still retain the ability to dev
astate the Soviet Union. 

Two things have been essential to this 
defense thesis. 

The first is that the United States will 
not strike the fir sit blow. 

. The second, flowing from the fir.st, is 
tha.t our retaliatory force must be se
cure and able to survive a first strike 
by the enemy. 

The invulnerability of our offensive 
missiles-which have for so long been 
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our deterrent force in keeping nuclear 
peace-h&c3 been decreasing rapidly as 
the Soviets have emplaced m-0re and 
better offensive missiles of their own. 
They will bypass us in ICBM's by 
January. 

The Soviets also are building a new de
fensive missile screen to help protect 
their people and their missile force. If we 
did not build a similar screen, the Soviets 
might find t..11.emselves in a position to 
knock out our missiles while protecting 
their own-leaving the United States 
helpless in the face of a Red nuclear 
blackmail. 

For years the Soviets have threatened 
us by aiming a few unstoppable missiles 
with huge warheads at our population 
centers. They have abdicated the ability 
to strike us first, however, because they 
have not so far been able to eliminate 
our own second-strike missile force. 

But by adding additional offensive 
warheads and fractional-orbital b-Ombs, 
they can approach a point at which they 
might wipe out our land-based missiles 
with a first strike. Then, having deployed 
antimissile defenses, they might be able 
to ward off what seaborne missiles we 
have left. 

The Soviets have not given any indica
tion of lessening their arms race speed. 

Mr. President, I find that many of the 
arguments put forward here in recent 
days by opponents of Sentinel quote and 
rely for support upon statements made 
in various public prints by former De
fense Secretary McNamara. I would 
make two points in reply. 

First. Both those who now use Mr. 
McNamara as their authority and I have 
previously expressed grave concern over 
and doubt about Mr. McNamara's strate
gic decisions on weapons, aircraft and 
Vietnam; I still have those doubts about 
his record of advice and accomplishment, 
and I suspect that in their hearts today's 
Sentinel opponents do, too. 

Second. Senators should understand 
that from time to time statements in the 
public prints on a system of such high 
security classification may be so re
stricted as to be misleading to the point 
of uselessness. I hope Senators will not 
make their decisions on the basis of what 
Mr. McNamara has said in Life maga
zine, but that they will rather give due 
consideration to the views of their com
mittee, which has delved into the classi
fied reason for and data on this system 
and unanimously recommended its de
ployment. 

In any defensive system as sophisti
cated and complex as Sentinel, it is im
possible to achieve perfection on paper. 
Final problems can be solved and ulti
mate improvements made only in the 
hardware stage. Minuteman is a perfect 
example. Had we awaited guaranteed 
perfection on paper before pushing de
velopment of that system, there never 
would have been a Minuteman system to 
deter the Soviets when we needed it. 

Procrastination on paper leads only to 
continued inconclusiveness at the risk 
of being caught without adequate de
fenses. On the basis of many past re
search and development programs in 
both industry and national defense we 
know that there comes a time when 

initial hardware must be procured and 
emplaced. Now is that time for SentineL 

To eliminate the ABM program now 
would be an alarming signal to our ad
versaries, indicating that we do now in
tend to maintain a credible deterrent and 
strike ability. 

We have delayed deployment of the 
ABM system as long as good judgment. 
and prudence will allow. The President's 
chief civilian, military and scientific ad
visers unanimously support the ABM 
program. The President himself has 
asked us to give him the funds so that 
we can proceed with this program. 

Unless we keep up with their tech
nology, the Soviets might be able to win 
a nuclear contest on a first strike-and 
might be tempted to try it. 

That is why the Soviet's antimissile 
defenses are so important. And that is 
why we must begin a missile defense of 
our own if we are to maintain the bal
ance of deterrence and keep the peace. 

And, let me make one important addi
tional point-even if there were no Soviet 
antimissile system, it still would make 
good sense for us to have a missile de
fense to save American lives in case of 
an accidental launching or an irrational 
Red Chinese attack. 

These are some of the key reasons I 
have felt for a long time that we must 
proceed with our own missile defenses. I 
am glad the administration has decided 
to get on with it. Our national security 
is at stake. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed at this point 
in my remarks an article from the June 
19 edition of the Christian Science Moni
tor which presents about as much as 
can be said in public concerning the 
Soviet imminent bypassing of the United 
States in number of land-based strategic 
missiles. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MATCHING MISSILES: UNITED STATES WARY OF 

SOVIET GAINS 
(By George W. Ashworth) 

WASHINGTON.-The Soviet Union's land
based strategic missile arsenal will surpass 
in size that of the United States sometime 
this year. 

New missiles being emplaoed by the So
viets will join hundreds of others in hard
ened, dispersed silos. 

At the same time, the Soviets are press
ing ahead with an antiballistic-missile sys
tem in the Moscow region. Some intelli
gence experts expect the system to be com
pleted within two or three years. 

The rapid progress of the Soviet Union is 
a source of continuing concern to officials 
througho'l}.t the administration and to mem
bers of the Congress. 

Most sources here have little doubt that 
the United States now is stronger than the 
Soviet Union as strengths are measured in 
the strategic balance of the 1960's. 

But is the United States moving in the 
proper directions to stay ahead? 

In general terms, it might be said that the 
Soviets are maintaining an initiative in the 
nuclear-anns race seized several years ago. 
It seeins that the Soviet Union is dealing 
more in action; the United States more in 
reaction. 

To a large measure, the gap was narrowed 
with the consent of the administration while 
Robert S. McNamara was at the helm in the 
Pentagon. 

The missile-launcher buildup 
1966: 

United States-------------------- 1,054 
Soviet Union_____________________ 340 

1967: United States ____________________ 1,054 
Soviet Union_____________________ 720 

1968: United States ____________________ 1,054 
Soviet Union _____________________ 1, 000 

When the Kennedy administration came to 
power, it was certain that the United States 
was faced with a missile gap. But in a 
matter of months later, the new administra
tion discovered what the previous adminis
tration had known but had been unwilling 
to declassify: demonstrable proof that the 
United States was far ahead both in terms 
of the existing arsenal and in research and 
development for future weaponry. 

However, Mr. McNamara's Pentagon 
pressed ahead with deployment of more ad
vanced land-based missiles and with the 
building of the 41-submarine Polaris fleet. 

ESTIM:ATES RECALLED 
Shortly before he left the Pentagon, Mr. 

McNamara said that better intelligence 
estimates in the early years of the Kennedy 
administration as to Soviet intentions and 
capabilities might have led to decisions to 
do less than was done to improve the 
United States arsenal. 

His point was that the United States, in 
reality, had spent more than might have 
been necessary. The result, however, was an 
arsenal that Mr. McNamara was steadfast 
in supporting. 

The former secretary of defense made cer
tain that the United States would always 
have available several options that would, as 
necessary, enhance the capabilities of the 
strategic force. 

The J>TOblems facing policymakers now 
are deciding what still has to be done and 
whether that which is necessary is afford
able. 

The Soviets have apparently had in re
cent yea.rs more available money for items 
beyond the bare essentials in the strategic 
arsenal than Americans have had. The 
United States strategic budgets have been 
pared extensively to allow expenditures for 
the increasingly more expensive war in 
Vietnam. 

EXPENDITURE COMPARISON 
The United States now is spending some

what more than $2 billion a month on the 
war in Vietnam. The Soviets are believed 
to be spending considerably less than that 
a year. The difference has, of course, told 
in the recent defense budgets of the two 
superpowers. Excluding expenditures for 
Vietnam, the Soviet defense budget is prob
ably about two-thirds that of the United 
States. 

The moot impressive element of the Soviet 
strategic arsenal is the force of interconti
nental ballistic missiles, now believed to 
number roughly 1,000 launchers. The rapid
ity of deployment now is slowing, but there 
is no certainty as to when the Soviets 
might decide to increase deployment of new 
missiles. 

Older Soviet missiles have tended to be 
larger and more potent by several times than 
United States missiles. Recent additions to 
the Soviet missile fleet have tended to be 
smaller and more on the order of United 
States missiles. In terms of megatonnage, the 
Soviets have a definite edge, but United 
States strategists believe that the advantage 
Will remain with the United States because 
of this nation's progress in developing multi
ple warheads for its more advanced launchers. 

U.S. DIVERSION NOTED 

In addition, according to the Institute for 
Strategic Studies, the Soviets have about 725 
intermediate-range ballistic missiles. Many 
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are targeted on United States a.mes in Europe, 
who do not have a.va.ila.ble to them compar
abl~ counterforces. Th.e United States L>olaris 
submarines are often .mentioned. as ~he 
Western alliance's main eounter to the Soviet 
IRBM threat. If this is so, however, a com
parison of the strategic strengths Of the two 
superpowers must reflect this diversion of a 
portion of the United States nuclear strength, 
sources believe. 

The Soviets have also shown an interest 1n 
developing a fractional orbital bombardment 
system (FOBS) , which is believed conceived 
as a counter to the United States bomber 
force. Such weapons might be useful against 
strategic-bomber bases. The United States is 
racing to develop over-the-horizon radar cov
erage to allow sufficient warning time to 
United States forces. 

It is evident here, however, that Pentagon 
officials view the FOBS as a definite potential 
threat to United States cities. While such 
weapons may not be accurate enough against 
missile sites, their avallabillty for anticity 
missions would free a portion of the Soviet 
force for the more precise strikes against the 
United States missile sites. 

SOVIET FORCE ASSESSED 

The Soviet bomber force does include more 
than a thousand medium bombers useful 
against Eurasian targets. Some elements, 
With refueling, could be useful against the 
United States. 

Sources say that the Soviets now have 
about 50 bal11stic-mi:;:sile-bearing subma
rines, with more being built yearly. Total 
Soviet submarine production now is well over 
a dozen a year, and Soviet submarine tech
nology is far advanced. In terms of numbers 
of launchers, the United States holds a four
to-one lead over the Soviets in submarine 
forces, but the United States fleet size ts re
maining constant for the moment. 

Turning to the matter of defenses, the So
viets have a modern fighter-intercepter force, 
a.nd it is growing steadily more advanced 
each year. United States fighter-aircraft 
progress has been stymied in recent times 
to a oertain degree because of Vietnam. 

The Tallin line, believed by officials to be 
an advanced antibomber line, uses advanced 
surface-to-air mllisile systems in heavy con
centrations to bolster already capable de
fenses. 

REGIONAL EMPHASIS 

Finally, the ABM system being installed 
around Moscow is, according to officials, .an 
area-defense system of the Moscow region 
rather than a specific defente of that city. 
The absence of point-defense missiles indi
cates emphasis upon regional defense. Offi
cials say the system, with its long-range 
miS'Siles and radar, could be used to provide 
a measure of antiballistic-missile defense to 
all of western Russia. 

The agreed-upon nonproliferation treaty 
will probably serve to limit the spread of the 
tools of nuclear warfare. But there is nothing 
so far to prevent the superpowers from be
coming even more so. 

Few here expect the Soviets to halt the 
expansion Of their nuclear arsenal immedi
ately. Some believe that the Soviets may be
come satisfied that their force is approaching 
or exceeding that of the United States in 
potency and may decide to devote some pre
cious funds to other projects not directly 
connected with war potential. 

It now appears more than ever that any 
decision on the future of the arms race rests 
with the Soviets. Should their pace slacken, 
and should there be signs of impending 
agreement, the arms race well could taper 
off. 

But, many here believe, continued Soviet 
development.a will make inevitable sharply 
increased expenditures by the United States 
to maintain position. The Soviets doubtless 
would react to that, and the spiral would 
wind on upward. 

THE CASE AGAINST THE DEPLOYMENT OF THE 
SENTINEL ABM 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I feel it 
my duty to support the Cooper-Hart 
amendment to defer deployment of the 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system, 
and I emphasize the word defer; the de
ferment we would be voting being just 1 
year. That is the issue. We can then re
assess the situation next year. 

I regret that the Committee on Armed 
Services has not considered it to be its 
duty to bring this highly controversial 
question of ABM deployment before the 
Senate in a manner which would facil
itate consideration by the entire Senate 
of the fundamental substantive judg
ments involved. I believe that those of us 
who are not members of the Committee 
on Armed Services have learned a very 
expensive lesson with respect to our in
dividual responsibilities in the national 
security field from our Vietnam experi
ence. Vietnam is the classic case of a na
tion being led by a. series · -of small steps 
into the quicksand of a really unwanted 
war. This time we must take a hard look 
down the road ahead before we let this 
Nation again be enticed on to a course 
which could turn out to be ancther 
strategic blunder as costly to our Nation 
as Vietnam. The days of the military 
"sacred cow" are over. 

In my judgment, the arguments 
against deployment of the Sentinel ABM 
system are overwhelming. 

First, it is highly dubious that this 
untested and technologically obsolescent 
system could be relied upon to function 
as advertised in a time of actual attack. 

Second, even if it did function with 
100-percent mechanical efficiency, it has 
been demonstrated scientifically that it 
could easily be overwhelmed by Soviet 
attack. 

And, third, according to Nobel Prize 
winner Dr. Bethe, it could just as easily 
be circumvented by a relatively crude 
Chinese missile attack such as it is in
tended to def end against. 

It is particularly regrettable, in my 
judgment, that the issue in this debate 
is being lumped with the case already 
lost for an ABM deployment against the 
Soviet Union-a case that was decisively 
r.ejected within the Pentagon itself, even 
before we were asked to consider the 
Chinese-oriented Sentinel system. In
deed, the science advisers to the last 
three Presidents, and the three directors 
of research and engineering in the De
fense Department have unanimously rec
ommended against the deployment of 
an ABM system designed to attempt to 
repulse a Soviet missile attack. 

As Secretary McNamara stated: 
The so-called heavy ABM shield-at the 

present state of technology-would in effect 
be no adequate shield at all against a Soviet 
attack, but rather a strong inducement for 
the Soviets to vastly increase their own -Offen
sive forces. That, as I have pointed out, would 
make it necessary for us to respond in turn
and so the arms race would rush hopelessly 
on to no sensible purpose on either side. 

The case against the Sentinel ABM 
system should not be based on the econ
omy issue. If it were possible to have 
reliable and meaningful security against 
nuclear weapons, I would support the 
funds needed for its deployment. And, 

with .my colleagues I support, even now. 
continued vigorous research and develop
ment in the ABM field. 

However, in view of the fiscal crisis 
into which this Nation has :been plunged 
as a ·result of the Vietnam war and by 
the f ai.lure in other areas properly to re
arrange the Nation's priorities, and to 
pay its bills, I oppose the expenditure of 
billions of dollars on a defense system 
not yet ready technologically. 

It is said that we should deploy the 
Sentinel, for all its imperfections, be
cause it would still "save lives" in the 
event of war. The implication of this 
argument is that all who oppose the Sen
tinel are against "saving lives." No argu
ment in the defense or national security 
field could ever be so decided, including 
policy on the Vietnam war. We have to 
draw a balance between many conflicting 
dangers and many conflicting claims and 
give our best honest judgment in the 
overall national interest. 

As some of my colleagues have pointed 
out, the case for initiating the deploy
ment now of the Sentinel system, within 
the context of the administration's own 
original rationale, no longer obtains .. 
Communist China is at least a year be
hind the schedule predicted by intelli
gence estimates ·in developing its inter
continental ballistic missile. It will be 
recalled that Secretary McNamara re
lated the Sentinel deployment decision 
to the respective, "leadtime" calcula
tions of projected Chinese deployment of 
ICBM's and U.S. deployment of an op
erationally ready ABM. 

At a minimum, therefore, we have at 
least an additional year before it will be 
"prudent"-to use Secretary McNamara's 
original word-to initiate Sentinel de
ployment. This year can be used to press 
forward with research and development, 
in hopes that a system in which we could 
have some confidence can be developed. 

Additionally, it is now clear that the 
U.S.S.R. has slowed down the deploy
ment of what our experts think may be 
its ABM system but which at best could 
be overwhelmed by any U.S. attack in 
the event of an all-out war. I find no 
great persuasiveness in the argument 
that we should duplicate what may prove 
to be an expensive mistake of the Krem
lin in spending money on and deploy
ing an obsolete and ineffective ABM sys
tem. 

Moreover, the conclusion of the Non._ 
proliferation Treaty, and the pressure of 
the nonnuclear nations on the two super
powers to exercise nuclear arms restraint, 
combined with the opening of the Paris 
Vietnam peace talks, may change the 
foreign policy situation with the U.S.S.R. 
in the next year. 

Last, I wish to say to the proponents 
of the Sentinel system who argue that 
there is some mystical numerical ratio of 
missile "superiority" which we must 
maintain at all cost; if the Soviet Union 
has the nuclear capacity to destroy the 
United States three times over, does it 
make any meaningful difference wheth
er the U.S. can destroy the Soviet Union 
12 times over rather than a mere six 
times over? Once we are dealing in as-
sured multiples of "overkill," there seems 
to be no wisdom and no special patriot-
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ism in attempting to panic the nation
with false notions of loss of "nuclear 
superiority" in these terms. 

It is for all these reasons, Mr. Presi
dent, that I support my colleagues in the 
effort to defer deployment of the Senti
nel anti-ballistic-missile system, while 
continuing with research and develop
ment in the ABM :field. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the position just outlined 
so well by the senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITSJ, and also in support 
of the amendment proposed earlier by 
the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
HART] and the senior Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. COOPER]. 

It has been argued with assurance, 
d\J.ring the past few days, that the pro
pooed deployment of the Sentinel anti
ballistic-missile defense system could 
save millions of American lives in the 
event of a Soviet attack, that it could 
preserve our nuclear deterrent, and that 
it can prevent a successful missile attack 
from China through the late 1970's. It is 
being described as a measurable addition 
to our national security. 

It is my conviction that the ABM will 
achieve none of those worthy objectives, 
and that its deployment will lead us in 
the direction of very much less security 
for the American people. 

Our military leaders know today that 
we do have an effective deterrent to nu
clear attack from any adversary. We 
have some 1,700 intercontinental mis
siles each one capable of destroying a 
maj~ city, each one carrying many times 
the potential for damage that obliterated 
Hiroshima. 

Our nuclear warheads have been re
peatedly tested. OUr scientists have 
flight tested the missiles to determine 
how close to their targets they will 
strike. Their reliability and rate of fail
ure can be predicted with a high degree 
of precision. 

Moreover, aside from the ineffective 
Galosh installations around the one city 
of Moscow-which we have negated by 
numbers-there is no defense against our 
ICBM's. Today we know that, once 
launched, they will reach their targets. 

In order to serve as an effective deter
rent our weapons must, of course, also be 
able to survive an attack from another 
power and inflict great damage in return. 
Here, again, we know our capabilities. 

Our Polaris missiles are safe on nu
clear submarines, cruising in the ocean's 
depths immune from any known form of 
sudden attack. And they represent a po
tent force all by themselves. Even a small 
fraction of that force could wipe out the 
Soviet Union, destroying her major cities, 
and completely disrupting her industrial 
society. 

Our land-based ICBM's are housed in 
concrete underground silos, and their 
survivability has been measured by in
tensive experiments using both chemical 
and nuclear explosions. Our military ex
perts are able to predict with a great deal 
of confidence how many would survive 
a Soviet attack and the damage they 
could do in retaliation. 

Because we understand the extent of 
our capabilities and those of the Soviet 

Union, and because they can do the same 
thing, the past several years have seen 
the development of a climate in which 
the bristling threats that became familiar 
in the late fifties and early sixties are 
no longer employed. Indeed, since the 
Cuban missile crisis and the signing of 
the nuclear test ban treaty, there have 
been remarkably few public assertions 
of the potential for nuclear destruction 
which each side possesses. While we have 
had severe disagreements with the Soviet 
Union over the Vietnam war and other 
issues, the "nuclear front" has been quiet. 

I do not believe that such confidence 
was necessarily warranted, since enor
mous destructive power still exists on 
both sides. In any crisis, we must still be 
vigilant lest some act of inadvertence, 
madness, or sheer inability of national 
leaders to back down from untenable 
positions, lead us into nuclear war. 

Nevertheless, the situation for the past 
few years has been fairly satisfying where 
the nuclear balance is concerned, par
ticularly by comparison with the earlier 
period. The confidence engendered by the 
state of technology I have described has 
enabled the two sides in the cold war to 
move toward better relations, as sym
bolized by the recent consular agreement, 
the treaty to ban nuclear weapons in 
outer space, and the Soviet-American 
agreement on a treaty to ban the spread 
of nuclear weapons. All of these ad
vances were made possible, I believe, by 
the reduction in tensions following the 
signing of the nuclear test ban treaty, 
and by the sense of seculity provided by 
the sure nuclear deterrents that we both 
possess. 

An additional encouraging result of our 
confidence in our deterrent has been our 
ability to limit further expansion of our 
missile force. Last year we completed the 
installation of our last ICBM site. We had 
hoped that this act would help bring a 
halt to the senseless race for greater de
structive power. If the Vietnam war can 
be brought to an end, perhaps we and 
the Russians can resume discussions on 
these delicate questions, leading to a mu
tual understanding. 

The Russians, in the absence of such 
agreements, have continued to build up 
their missile forces, presumably because 
they were so inferior in numbers to ours. 
But now that they are approaching our 
level of forces, I consider it quite likely 
that they, too, can taper off on their 
nuclear arsenal. 

I may add that all of this is, of course, 
somewhat irrelevant in any event, since 
both sides have the capacity to utterly 
destroy each other several times over. 
Our steps toward limiting further ex
pansion make obvious sense to both 
sides. 

All of this encouraging progress will, 
however, be radically changed if we 
and they proceed to deploy antiballistic 
missile systems. This country, and pre
sumably then the Soviet Union, will raise 
the lid on a Pandora's box of new tech
nology, overturning the prospects for 
stability and making the world a far 
more dangerous place. 

Today, since there is no defense 
against nuclear attack, both sides know 
that the only way to avoid complete 
destruction is to prevent such a war. 

The threat is so severe that rational 
human beings cannot conceive of reasons 
compelling enough to bring about the 
destruction of their countries. 

Given this mood of reliance upon 
deterrence our reactions to missile de
fenses are 'perfectly predictable. We will 
improve our missile forces to guarantee 
that they will get through the ABM, in 
order to maintain our potential for 
assured destruction. This is true because 
the basic technical fact about the ABM 
is that it can be beaten. The offense can 
always use relative cheap and simple 
means to outwit the defense. 

Chaff and decoys can be used to absorb 
our Spartan missiles. But the most 
straightforward way is simply to add 
more missiles or separately targetable 
warheads, so that an attack will be much 
larger than the defense can possibly 
handle. 

This seems to me to be the most com
pelling argument against the investment 
that is proposed. It is simply a very costly 
defensive system, which, by an expendi
ture of much less money, can be overcome 
by the allocation of reasonable resources 
by the other side. 

We can see this in our own case. When 
there were indications that the Rus
sians were building such a missile de
fense, we decided to introduce various 
improvements into our own missile 
force-at a cost of more than $4 billion. 
The result is that in the event of nuclear 
war even more of Russia would be de
stroyed today than if she had decided 
not to deploy a missile defense. The Sen
tinel-especially in light of the new as
sertion that it is, in fact, a Soviet
oriented system-is an open invitation 
to the Soviets to threaten the American 
people with the same added risk by beef
ing up their offensive capabilities. 

The present emphasis on maintaining 
the deterrent means that each side will 
react with great energy when it thinks 
its deterrent is being reduced. Whereas, 
we can now calculate with precision how 
effective our missiles are, so that the Sec
retary of Defense can present tables an
nually showing how many Russians and 
Americans would die in a nuclear war, 
the plain fact is that this will no longer 
be possible after construction of an ABM 
system. 

Most of the significant elements will be 
placed underground, and this, combined 
with other difficulties, means that neither 
side can tell with certainty how good the 
other's defense really is. Hence, both will 
inevitably make very conservative esti
mates, assuming that the ABM will be 
100 percent effective and assuming the 
maximum number on the other side, and 
will overbuild their missile forces to off
set it. We are already doing this in re
sponse to a very limited Soviet antimis
sile defense, and they will surely follow 
suit. 

Hence, far from saving lives as has 
been suggested, the net effect of the re
sponse to ABM is likely to be even more 
deaths in nuclear war than if we had no 
defense at all. 

We are, then, entering a vicious cycle 
of the most dangerous kind. We are plan
ning to build an extensive ABM system, 
estimated to cost at least $5.5 billion 
initially, with $600 million more per year 
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for operational costs, and the Soviet 
Union will be foreed to respond by add
ing offensive missiles. Secretary Clif
ford's statement. that the Sentinel is at 
least partially Soviet oriented-I might 
say that this is a different rationale than 
we had last year, when it was said it was 
aimed at China alone-coupled with its 
appearance as the beginning of a full
scale anti-Russian ABM, will no doubt 
provoke an extensive buildup. We in our 
turn will be farced to respond to them, 
and we will be in a classic offense-defense 
arms race. 

The Sentinel has, of course, been pro
moted as a "thin" defense against a 
Chinese attack. The changing emphasis 
on its purpose, however, makes it clear 
now as never before, that it is conceived 
as only a beginning. I have no doubt that 
if the pressures are not strongly resisted 
and if the superficial logic behind the 
ABM is not exposed, we will find our
selves saddled by a system which is vastly 
more expensive and, at the same time, 
totally useless. 

I may just add here that the changing 
justifications that are being offered for 
this system seem to me to point up the 
wisdom in Senator COOPER'S amendment 
and Senator HART'S amendment, asking 
simply to delay the deployment of the 
missile. It will not interrupt the research 
and development, which will go on even 
1f this amendment is adopted, but will 
merely delay the actual construction un
til we know more about it, until we have 
had a chance to test its component parts, 
or until we have had an opportunity to 
have an understanding with the Soviet 
Union. 

It seems to me that there is one argu
ment that .has not been suggested up to 
now and which needs to be stated in 
support of the 1-year delay. That is 
that we will have a new President elected 
next November. He may or may not have 
the same view on this issue as the pres
ent administration. He may decide to 
ask Congress to throw out this whole 
system. He may ask for a different system 
or a bigger system. In either case funds 
spent on actual deployment of the Sen
tinel will have been completely wasted. 

I think a delay for that purpose ought 
to carry some weight with Members of 
Congress. The new President, whoever 
he might be, should be able to make his 
own policy on this sensitive and critical 
question. 

Mr. President, we have seen over the 
years how the relentless pressures for 
new military systems of the military 
.. juggernaut" have rolled over all op
position to further increases in military 
expenditures, from the missile race to 
the Vietnam war. 

As the Senator from Kentucky has 
said, no one foresaw our involvement in 
Vietnam being carried to the limits that 
it has been. It was presented originally 
as a very modest, restrained, and guarded 
involvement. Yet each failing step of 
escalation led to another, even though all 
were, in my judgment, futile when taken. 

Today we are very massively involved 
in Vietnam, and we are searching for a 
way out. One wonders if we are not wit
nessing here, this week, the beginning 
of the same kind of so-called restrained 

entrance Into the antiballistic missile 
field, which, if carried through, will lead 
us a few years hence into an expenditure 
of $30 or $40 billion for a system that will 
enhance the danger to our country, 
rather than its security. 

The Sentinel system, if we go for
ward with it, will implant in the Defense 
budget yet another item which cannot 
easily be cut and which will inevitably 
expand. It will become more and more 
difficult for the Congress and the public 
to maintain control over the vast tech
nological establishment which manages 
and disburses these funds. 

Even more seriously, we will, through 
the ABM, also give up some of our basic 
safeguards against the initiation of 
nuclear war. 

Our ICBM's are carefully controlled. 
The series of coincidences that would 
have to occur before they could be 
launched accidentally are beyond the 
range of probability. By contrast, how
ever, there must with the ABM be some 
prior delegation of authority to fire 
when a target is sighted. Only a matter 
of minutes will elapse between detec
tion of the target and the latest _moment 
at which the Spartan must be fired. To 
a large degree the fire must be auto
matic, and this factor both greatly in
creases the likelihood of an accidental 
launch and reduces the President's au
thority over the use of our vast military 
forces. 

Some people have said that we must 
build this ABM system simply because 
the Russians are building one. But, as 
the former Secretary of Defense has 
said, this iS not sound logic. Russian 
foolishness-if indeed it is that, as I be
lieve it is-is no reason for us to follow 
the same expensive and unwise course. 
Indeed, their ABM .has no relevance to 
our decision, because the proper re
sponse-and we have already over
responded-is to add to our offensive ca
pacity, which can be done at much less 
cost and with greater effectiveness. We 
have already nullified their ABM, and 
they, and the Chinese, would do the same 
in response to ours. 

Mr. President, we are the preeminent 
military power in the world. We are in 
the best position to exhibit restraint, if 
we will do so. If we cannot begin by re
versing our plans to install this useless 
and dangerous missile defense system, 
we can at least slow them down for fur
ther study, as recommended in the 
amendment now pending. 

At a time when the nuclear balance 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union is in its most stable configuration, 
and when we have so many more urgent 
demands upon our national resources, it 
will be a national tragedy if we instead 
waste our money on weapons which will 
only make the world, 1n the end, a more 
dangerous place in which to live and a 
less secure place in which to rear our 
children. 

Especially now, when worldwide confi
dence 1n our country .is imperiled, it 
seems the height of irresponsibility to 
initiate another enormous waste of our 
precious resources. The United States 
badly needs the confidence of those 
abroad who do not share our fixation 

with the arms race. Confidence in our 
good judgment will be further under
mined if they see us rushing to expend 
vast sums of money 1n a highly ques
tionable attempt to defend ourselve~ 
against .dangers which other countries. 
have accepted as inevitable. Because of 
the awesome destructiveness of nuclear 
weapons and the growing sophistication 
of modern technology, true defense is, 
for the present at least, impossible to 
achieve, and we should be prepared to 
recognize and accept this~ as the other 
countries of the world have recognized 
it. 

We should be in constant communica-. 
tion with the Soviet Union, attempting 
to persuade them, in their own interest, 
to avoid further expansion of their ABM 
system and to halt the further buildup 
of their missile forces. We should be 
seeking a formal agreement with them, 
in spite of the tensions created by the 
Vietnam war and the inevitable com
plexity of such an agreement. We should_ 
in the interim be seeking informal un
derstandings on mutual restraints which 
would be in the interest of each of us 
and of world peace. 

At a time when we are attempting to 
persuade other nations to f oreswear ever 
obtaining nuclear weapons, and to sign 
the nonproliferation treaty at the United 
Nations, it seems clearly inappropriate _ 
for us to be plunging into vast new ex
penditures on nuclear weapons, especially 
on weapons which will carry us on to· 
ever higher levels of the nuclear arms 
race. Instead, I urge the administration 
to show the world an example of ma
turity and restraint in dealing with this 
most complex and dangerous problem 
of living in the thermonuclear age. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I believe 
that the Senator from South Dakota has 
made the issues which appear so com
plex-and are complex-very clear in his 
speech. He has brought to bear on this 
debate more strongly and clearly than 
it has been made before the importance 
of a proper decision on this issue, and 
of attempting to secure agreements with 
the Soviet Union against further pro
liferation, both in our own country and 
in their country, of both offensive and 
defensive nuclear weapons. 

As the Senator has stated, we know 
that when the Soviet Union and the 
United States have similar interests, they 
have been able to come to agreement, as 
they have in the case of the Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty and the Outer Space Treaty. 
and as I hope they will on the Nonpro
liferation Treaty. 

I thought one of the most telling 
thrusts of the Senator's argument was 
that the building of an ABM system by 
either country would only make it more 
difficult to come to agreement upon the 
question of nuclear weapons, and would 
also upset, if we can call it that, what- . 
ever kind of compet;ence either country 
has in the way of nuclear deterrent. It 
could only upset the nuclear deterrent. 

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator's point 
is well taken. I commend him on the ex-
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cellent statement he made in the Sen
ate earlier in the week. I know he has 
read the literature on this subject per
haps more carefully than any of the 
rest of us and has become thoroughly in
formed on the whole issue. 

Especially in recent months, it seems 
to me that the undisputed fact that it 
is cheaper and easier to build offensive 
weapons, which are capable of over
whelming any conceivable defensive sys
tem, is a good, practical argument for 
both sides to use in backing down from 
this foolish exercise of constructing or 
attempting to construct an anti-ballistic
missile system. 

At least we need more time and effort 
to study the matter. I am particularly 
impressed with the additional fact that 
we have not tested the component parts 
of the ABM system. 

We need more research and develop
ment. I think that even the advocates 
of the ABM system will agree that it has 
not been fully tested. 

The Senator from Kentucky is not pro
posing to kill the system at this point. 
He is suggesting that we proceed with 
its research and development aspects. 
When that study is complete, we can 
make a judgment as to whether it is in 
our interest to deploy the system. 

I commend the Senator from Kentucky 
for his leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment of the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

As President Eisenhower recently 
warned us, the thin defense may ignite 
a missile defense race with the Soviets 
which could mean ruinous new national 
burdens. Secretary McNamara and other 
DOD experts have consistently estimated 
the initial cost of an anti-Soviet mis
sile defense deployment at $40 billion. 
With the inevitable modification and en
hancement costs added after initial in
stallation we are doubtless risking a 
beginning on a $100 billion burden in the 
next 8 to 10 years, a burden which will 
in no way enhance our safety or security. 
Thus we are in danger of digging a bot
tomless pit if we commence the missile 
defense race. This pit will drain our vital 
resources in the 1970's as Vietnam has 
drained them in the 1960's. Just as in 
Vietnam, where we were always told by 
the Defense Department that a little 
input would achieve the goal, each up
ward step will fail when the Soviets 
simply enhance their strategic force. 
Each escalation which fails will be the 
excuse for another and more expensive 
attempt. There is no clear way to avoid 
the ruinous road, as we have finally 
learned in Vietnam, except to avoid 
starting in the wrong direction at the 
very beginning. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent ~hat the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
WHY CONGRESS SHOULD REJECT THE PROPOSED 

"THIN" ABM SYSTEM 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

support -the amendment of the Senator 
from Kentucky and the Senator from 
Michigan, which would prevent obliga
tion or expenditure of funds for the pro
curement or construction of any ABM 
system. 

My position is unchanged, and I ask 
unanimous consent that my comments 
on amendments on April 18 be inserted 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the com
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I voted for 
the previous amendment on the ABM, as 
presented by the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

In listening to testimony before the com
mittee, it was never clear to me why it was 
not necessary to have an anti-ballistic-mis
sile system to protect us against the Soviet 
Union's developments in this field, but it 
was necessary to have one that protected us 
against the very limited Chinese develop
ments. Frankly, that just did not make sense 
to me. 

I decided, after listening to the testimony, 
that a large part of the reason why we were 
turning down a $30 billion system in favor 
of a $5 billion system was $25 billion, and 
just could not follow the position taken by 
the Department of Defense. I concluded that 
if it was not necessary for this country to 
defend itself against a ballistic missile attack 
from the Soviet Union, it was not in the Na
tion's interest to spend billions on defense 
against a possible future danger-something 
the Chinese will probably dev~lop in years 
to come. If the arguments against develop
ing an ABM to protect us from the Soviet 
Union are sound, in my opinion, the argu
ments for developing a system to protect us 
against the Chinese are unsound. 

For these reasons I will vote for the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
amendment would result in a reduction 
of $227 .3 million in the military con
struction bill now being considered, plus 
a reduction of $387.4 million in the de
fense appropriations bill, for a total 
reduction of some $615 million. 

In recent years, I have listened to a 
great deal of testimony, before various 
Senate committees, about the possible 
development of an ABM system; and 
that testimony has convinced me that 
neither the Defense Department nor the 
administration has made any firm broad 
policy decision with respect to increasing 
the "damage limiting"---defensive--ca
pability of the United States that would 
justify at this time the deployment of an 
ABM system against a possible attack 
from any aggressor. 

In January 1967, in a statement before 
the Armed Services and Appropriations 
Committees, the former Secretary of De
fense stated: 

After studying the subject exhaustively, 
and after hearing the view of our principal 
m111tary and civ111an advisors, we have con
cluded that we should not initiate an ABM 
deployment at this time for any of these 
purposes. 

In support of this conclusion, the Sec
retary presented the following argu
ments: 

(1) Increasing the defensive capability of 
the United States would force the Soviet Un
ion to increase its offensive capability ac
cordingly and the United States would be in 
no better position than before. 

(2) It is not clear that we need an ABM 
defense against China. In any event, the lead 
time for deployment of a significant Chinese 
offensive force is longer than that required 
for U.S. ABM deployment; therefore, the 
decision for the latter need not be made now. 

(3) Other technological developments in 
offensive forces over the next seven years may 
make obsolete, or drastically degrade, the 
Nike-X system as presently envisioned. (The 
$2¥2 billion Nike-Ajax system which has now 
been abandoned is a case in point.) We can 
predict with certainty that there will be sub-· 
stantial additional costs for updating any 
system we might consider installing at this 
time against the Soviet missile threat. 

(4) Maintaining our "assured destruction" 
(offensive) capability against the Soviets is 
a more effective utilization of our resources 
than deployment of an ABM which would be 
ineffective under the present state of tech· 
nology. . 

( 5) Construction of an ABM system could 
hinder United States-Soviet talks with re· 
spect to possible strategic arms limitation. 

In my opinion, the Secretary made a 
good case against deployment of any 
ABM system at that time; and it is very 
difficult for me to understand why these 
arguments for pastponing decision on 
such deployment in 1967 are not just as 
valid today-less than a year and a half 
later. 

Only 8 months after the former Sec
retary of Defense presented his case 
against deployment of any ABM, how
ever, he announced the decision to rec
ommend deployment of the limited Sen
tinel ABM system in order that this 
country would be able to defend itself 
against a possible attack, not from the 
Soviet Union but from Red China. 

The reas·on for this sudden and sharp 
shift in position was never clear to me 
and is not clear today. 

At the time of the announcement of 
his changed position, the former Secre
tary appeared to base his decision on 
first the fact that the leadtime was such 
that it would be advantageous for the 
United States to begin development of an 
ABM system against a possible future 
Chinese missile threat; and, second, a 
growing belief that the Red Chinese, in 
their early stage of developing a missile 
capability, might act in an irrational 
manner, whereas the Soviet Union, more 
aware of the United States "Assured De
struction" capability, would be expected 
to act more rationally. 

I cannot accept these tenuous argu
ments as justification for putting a fur
ther military burden on the American 
taxpayers by spending $5 to $10 billion 
on a "thin" ABM system. 

As the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
HART] has pointed out, the timing of a 
potential future Chinese missile threat 
has been reevaluated since the decision 
was made. The Senator quoted a high 
Defense Department official as saying 
there has been "at least a 1-year slip 
in the Chinese ICBM program beyond 
what we expected when we made the 
deployment decision." 

In addition, the argument that the 
Chinese might act more irrationally 
than the Soviets would appear both a 
shallow and an illogical basis for spend-
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ing these billions on a partial ABM sys
tem, the effectiveness and lifetime use
fulness of which is very questionable 
indeed. 

If we accept the theory that the main
tenance of an "assured destruction" 
capability-that is, "an ability to inflict 
at all times and under all foreseeable 
conditions an unacceptable degree of 
damage upon any single aggressor, or 
combination of aggressors even after ab
sorbing a surprise attack," which has 
been the very base of the position of the 
Department of Defense for many 
years-it is difficult to understand why 
the same deterrent is not as effective 
against the far smaller threat of Red 
China than that of the Soviet Union. 

Some people argue that the construc
tion and deployment of the Sentinel 
ABM would be a first step in the con
struction of a full ABM against possible 
attack from the Soviet Union. 

The former Secretary of Defense and 
other members of the Defense Depart
ment, however, have repeatedly insisted 
that the Sentinel ABM system is not de
signed as a building block looking toward 
a "thick" ABM system against the 
Soviet Union. 

In October 1967, in testimony before 
the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, the 
Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering, Dr. John Foster, made this point 
in a colloquy with Representative CRAIG 
HOSMER, Republican of California: 

Representative HOSMER. That confirms the 
suspicion of some people, at least, that this is 
really the first stage of an anti-Soviet ABM, 
as well as an anti-Chinese ABM. Is that 
right?" 

Dr. FosTER. It is certainly not so, and I had 
not intended to convey that impression. 

Dr. Foster occupies the foremost sci
entific position in the Pentagon today. 
Further, 

Representative HOSMER. From the answer 
you gave, could it be at least in the nature 
of a building block if somebody later de
cided to build upon it to make a full system, 
rather than a thin system? 

Dr. FosTER. Mr. Hosmer, this is not being 
deployed as a building block for some heavier 
system. 

Representative HOSMER. I am not asking if 
it is, I am asking if it were possible, if we 
changed from thinking thin to thinking 
thick, that we could build on. 

Dr. FOSTER. The thinking may be thick, but 
it rs not that way. Our components, as I 
indicated previously, are such that if one 
did want to put batteries around specific 
cities, one certainly could do that. However, 
as I have indicated, I believe, as the Secre
tary does, that the Soviet reaction would 
be automatic, and we would not be able to 
end up providing that protection. 

In January 1968, Secretary McNa
mara, in testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, made the 
following statement: 

Should tJhe Soviets persist in expanding 
what now appears to be a light and modest 
ABM deployment into a massive one, we will 
be forced to take additional steps. 

After I read that testimony, I ad
dressed a letter to the Department of 
Defense, asking the -following question: 

Does this, in effect, mean that our "light 
and _modest" planned ABM deployment is in 
recognition of Soviet Russia's programs as 
well as that of Red China? 

The -Department of Defense submitted 
a reply for the record, and it reads as 
follows: 

No. The statement quoted does not mean 
that our "light and modest" planned ABM 
deployment is in recognition of Soviet Rus
sia's programs as well as those of Red China. 
The para.graph from which the above sen
tence is quoted goes on to say: We have 
available the leadtime and the technology to 
so increase both the quality and the quantity 
of our strategic offensive forces-with par
ticular attention to more sophisticated pene
tration aids-so that this expensive "Dam
age Limiting" effort would give them no 
edge in the nuclear balance whatsoever. By 
the same token, however, we must realistic
ally assume that the Soviet Union would take 
similar steps to offset any threat to their 
deterrent that might result from our deploy
ing an ABM defense of our own cities. 

That was the end of that answer. 
On April 24, 1968, about 2 months ago, 

we began to notice a shift in the posi
tion of Dr. Foster as against the position 
he, along with Secretary McNamara, had 
previously. In testimony before the Pre
paredness Investigating Subcommittee, 
Dr. Foster stated: 

The role of the Sentinel in defense against 
the Soviet Union is a much more complicated 
issue. The defense of urban and industrial 
areas in the U.S. against the Soviet Union 
was not a design goal for Sentinel, although 
some protection of Minuteman will be 
achieved. 

On the other hand, the Sentinel system 
represents the most advanced missile defense 
components now available, and some aspects 
of its deployment are compatible with a 
possible future defense against the Soviet 
Union. 

Sensing the growing opposition to an 
ABM system that would defend against 
the smaller threat, but not the greater, 
it would appear the Defense Department 
is hedging on their earlier emphatic de
nial of the Sentinel as a first step to a 
thick ABM, in effort to obtain approval 
for the acknowledged "thin" system. 

This confusion about the real role of 
Sentinel in our overall defensive capa
bility, coupled with its questionable ef
fectiveness and the truth about any pres
ent Chinese "threat," is most disturbing. 
It can only lead one to conclude that until 
sc me basic and important questions are 
answered, it is essential that any decision 
to begin the construction and deployment 
of such a tremendously expensive partial 
system be postponed; and to that end the 
funds be denied. 

When the United States reaches a stage 
of technology which would allow the de
ployment of a truly effective defense 
against the offensive missiles that might 
be launched by any country, that might, 
in turn, influence my thinking, although 
that development would be directly oppo
site to Pentagon philosophy for many 
years; also it would be against tens of 
billions of dollars the Department of 
Defense has asked of Congress. 

But just because the Sentinel system 
"represents the most advanced missile 
defense components now available," that 
is not reason why it should be deployed. 

In 1953, the best missile defense we 
had was the Nike-Ajax. That system 
has long been obsolete because of theo
retical advances in our technology. As 
mentioned, the system has now been 
abandoned, at a cost to the taxpayer of 
some $2 % billion. 

As every member of ·the committee 
must know, many billions of dollars more 
have been expended by the American 
taxpayer on various designs and develop
ment of missiles which later were shelved 
because their design was either unsound 
or obsolete; in fact, except for war itself, 
it is in this field of research and develop
ment that we have had the most waste. · 

In summary, therefore, if we do not 
have the technological know-how at this 
time to deploy an effective defense 
against our greatest threat, and if, at 
least until recently, according to the 
civilian authority in the Defense.Depart
ment, the Sentinel was not and is not 
designed as a building block for a thick 
ABM defense, what reason could there 
be for spending these additional billions 
on a defense against a possible. future 
Chinese threat. 

Congress has recommended, and the 
President has accepted, a $6 billion re
duction in expenditures this year, along 
with a 10-percent tax increase. We in 
Congress, therefore, should recognize the 
recommendation made recently by the 
President that, wherever possible, and in 
order to effect this $6 billion reduction, 
we should reduce heavily non-Vietnam 
military expenditures. · 

Only today on the floor of the Senate, 
with only 16 Senators dissenting, we 
have passed the tax bill. If we do not 
take a look at this gigantic military 
budget where are we going to get the 
$6 billion? Here would appear an ideal 
place to start, because it is an open ques
tion, in my opinon and in the opinion of 
many informed persons, whether or not 
this system would contribute to the se
curity of our country. 

I believe that the Nation must preserve 
its deterrent capabiUty-conventional as 
well as nuclear deterrence-adequate tu 
prevent any attack by ~- possible enemy. 
With that premise, if such funds are 
available, it would be far wiser to spend 
them on modern planes and submarines 
than on a multibillion dollar program to 
defend this country against a possible 
missile danger which does not exist to
day and may never exist. 

In that connection, it is no secret that 
the United States has not even designed, 
let alone put into production, any fighter 
plane since 1954. It is a fact that we have 
not even had contract definition on any 
bomber except the B-52 laid down in 
1946, that is being produced today. , 

All we have worked on is the TFX 
series. The F-lllB TFX has been 
grounded by Congress; and until recently 
the F-lllA TFX was grounded by the 
Air Force itself. 

Although largely classified, it would 
appear the information gathered by the 
able senior Sena tor from Mississippi in 
his Preparedness Investigating Subcom
mittee, on which I have the honor to be 
the ranking member, indicates that the 
submarine picture looks just as bad to
day as the picture on new combat planes. 

We all know that the resources of this 
country are now truly limited, and that 
they are becoming steadily more limited. 
We know also that we have serious and 
growing problems at home which re
quire currently the expenditure by this 
Government of billions of dollars. 

From the standpoint of relative pri-
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ority, if I am sure of anything, I am sure 
that a realistic investment in a finer 
America will be far more rewarding than 
this theoretical investment to protect our 
country from this theoretical danger. 

It is for these reasons I respectfully 
urge Senators to vote for the Cooper
Hart amendment. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the able Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. PERCY. I would very much appre
ciate being enlightened as to whether, in 
the opinion of the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri, the Sentinel system has 
been relatively proved as to its effective
ness? 

Mr . .SYMINGTON. Under no circum
stances could any one say its effective
ness had been proved. 

Mr. PERCY. May I ask further, wheth
er the distinguished Senator has any in
formation as to what position President 

. Eisenhower took on the deployment of 
an ABM system? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. As to that, I say to 
my good friend, I just do not know. 

Mr. PERCY. Last year, I talked at 
length with Dr. Kistiakowsky, the former 
scientific and technical adviser to Pres
ident Eisenhower. As I recall, he told me 
at the time that he, as well as other past 
and since then appointed scientific and 
technical advisers to the President, had 
advised against the deployment of an 
ABM system. 

Does this concur with the understand
ing of the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is my under
standing. I believe that a majority of 
the scientific fraternity look with grave 
apprehension at the effectiveness of any 
overall anti-ballistic-missile defense con
cept. Especially· among those scientists 
who think beyond just the scientific ap
proach, and recognize the growing cost 
problem, the tragic record of the failure 
of so many missile projects, turning into 
nothing more or less than waste, no dou'bt 
influenced their thinking. 

Mr. PERCY. I have given this matter 
a great deal of thought. It will be one 
of the most momentous decisions we will 
be making. I have come to some con
clusions which I should like to share 
with Senators. It might take me 3 or 4 
minutes to state them. If it is an appro
priate time to do so now, will the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri yield 
for that purpose? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would say that 
whenever the able Senator from Illinois 
has something to say, that is a profitable 
occasion for Members of this body and 
the audience. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator for that purpose. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. President, in considering the Mili
tary Construction Authorization Act, I 
think we must pa:r special attention to 
the request for funds to deploy the Sen
tinel anti-ballistic-missile program in the 
coming fiscal year. I strongly support 
continued research and development in 
the anti-ballistic-missile field, so that 
the United States will have the capacity 
to deploy an adequate and effective ABM 

system when and if circumstances re
quire such deployment. As I said in the 
Senate on April 18, 1968: 

I feel it is essential that we not permit 
our technological know-how to fall far be
hind that of another nation in significant 
.weaponry. 

This said, one must then consider the 
desirability of starting on construction 
and deployment of the ABM system in 
fiscal year 1969. I do not choose to repeat 
the many arguments already advanced 
in favor of, and in opposition to, such 
construction and deployment in the next 
year. I know that Senators have studied 
the matter in detail, and that, therefore, 
this comnient is unnecessary. I would, 
however, like to share briefly with them 
the conclusions I have reached. 

Senators will recall that the Sentinel 
ABM program was endorsed by the 
Johnson administration as the answer 
to a possible Chinese ICBM attack in the 
early 1970's. At that time, Secretary 
McNamara stated that the system would 
not be effective against a sophisticated 
Soviet missile attack. Assistant Secre
tary of Defense Warnke now states that 
the Chinese ICBM program is lagging, 
and Secretary Clifford states that the 
Sentinel system is actually expected to be 
somewhat effective against a possible So
viet attack. Yet it seems clear that the 
so-called "thin defense" of the Sentinel 
system could not be effective against a 
sophisticated Soviet missile attack. Sec
retary McNamara's position on this ap
pears unassailable, for the limited na
ture of the Sentinel system would make 
it inadequate against a Soviet attack. 

In view of this new emphasis on a 
possible Sovie,t attack, it is clear that the 
Johnson administration foresees, but 
does not acknowledge, that the $5.5 bil
lion Sentinel system is only the first step 
toward a much bigger ABM program 
oriented against a presumed Soviet 
threat. Estimates of cost for a system 
which might truly be effective against a 
Soviet attack have been as high as $80 
billion. There is no assurance whatsoever 
that I know of, that that system could 
even be made effective with our present 
technology. 

Since embarking on a military pro
gram of such dimensions will seriously 
affect the capability of this country to 
meet its domestic needs and foreign 
commitments for a dozen years to come, 
I have concluded that it would be un
wise to make this monumental decision 
now. We have a lame-duck administra
tion. A decision affecting national policy 
for many years into the future should be 
made in the first year of the new ad
ministration which will be elected in 
November. Since China's ICBM program 
has slowed down, I believe we can safely 
defer the decision until we have a new 
President and a new administration. 
Therefore, I support the Cooper-Hart 
amendment. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri for yielding to me. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. PreS'ident, I 
am impressed with the statement just 
made by the Senator from Illinois. Let 
me add it is interesting that he brought 
in the opinion of President Eisenhower 
on this matter. As an aside, President 
Eisenhower has had considerable experl-

ence in military matters. He was prob
ably the first to recommend heavy re
duotion of our troops in Europe. 

Recently, ari article which mentioned 
me was published in . the newspapers. 
It stated that members of the State 
Department were lobbying Members of 
Congress in an effort to have the troop 
reduction matter dropped. The article 
stated that the chief lobbyist was our 
former American Ambassador to Ger
many. 

Mr. President, General Eisenhower 
did not spend much time in Bonn; rath
er most of it in Paris. But he was the 
first military head of SHAPE. I think it 
fair to say he knew and knows a little 
about military matters, perhaps as much 
as certain members of the State De
partment. In any oase, I was glad that 
the majority leader, who told me he 
supported the Hart-Cooper amend
ment-but who, unfortunately, could 
not be in the Chamber at this time
made a talk earlier this week in defense 
of those of us who believe that addi
tional money can be saved the Ameri
can taxpayers-as we face the expendi
ture of these gigantic sums, at a time 
when the value of the dollar is a matter 
of concern-by reducing our troop 
strength in Europe. 

In due course, Mr. President, I shall 
answer the article written by my good 
friend Chalmers Roberts in the Wash
ington Post. 

I merely present this now as evidence 
that in other fields also people are be
ginning to realize that no country
not even this great country-can afford 
to spend annually over $80 billion for 
the military. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the able Senator from Washington, 
who would comment on remarks just 
made by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
PERCY]. 

Mr. JACKSON. I appreciate the will
ingness of my good friend from Missouri 
to yield to me at this point. I know that 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
would want me to keep the record 
straight. I believe, as I listened care
fully to the statement, that he said Sec
retary of Defense Clifford had indicated 
the system would be effective against a 
Soviet attack. 

I think that the able Senator from Illi
nois will find that Secretary of Defense 
Clifford never said the Sentinel system 
could be effective against a full-scale So
viet missile attack. I have never made 
such a statement, and I do not know of 
anyone else who has. Therefore, I think 
that in all fairness, so that we can keep 
this dialog straight and try to define 
the issues, my good friend from Illinois 
would want the record to be clear on that 
point. 

Secretary Clifford, on June 18, 1968, 
sent a letter-which I read into the 
RECORD of Wednesday, June 19-to the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, Senator RussELL, and he quoted 
in his letter a statement by Dr. Foster, 
who is the director of Defense Research 
and Engineering. This is what Dr. Fos
ter said, and what the Secretary quoted 
with approval: 
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The Sentinel missile defense system is 

designed to (a.) prevent a successful missile 
attack from China through the late 1970's 
(with the capability to continue to deny or 
at least substantially reduce damage from 
threats in later years); (b) limit damage 
from an accidental launch from any source; 
and (c) provide the option for increased de
fense of our Minuteman force, if necessary 
in the future. 

The ability to protect ourselves from unac
ceptable damage from a numerically large 
and technically advanced missile force such 
as that of the Soviet Union is not yet tech
nically feasible. However, the sentinel sys
tem will complicate any attack on the United 
States. 

In addition, the Secretary of Defense, 
in his press conference yesterday said: 

If the Soviets are developing an ABM 
system, and we know they are developing it, 
and we know that they are deploying it, I 
believe we are in a better posture to reach 
agreement with them on an ultimate step 
toward disarming if we also go about the 
deployment of a system. 

I think our negotiations over the past 
decades would incidate that this is the better 
position for us to be in if we hope to achieve 
some type of resolution of this problem with 
the Soviets. 

Then he went on to say: 
It ls my view as I said, that this has a very 

real importance from the standpoint of a 
Chinese system. 

It is also my belief that it has a real 
significance from the standpoint of the 
Soviet Union. 

I believe that if they develop and deploy a 
workable ABM system and we do not do so, 
I believe that we are at a disadvantage and 
I think that, from my standpoint I am un
willing to accept that disadvantage. 

Let me say in conclusion that the deploy
ment of this system in my opinion ls not 
only important, and I think vital from the 
standpoint of China and some other country, 
I think it also is important from the stand
point of the Soviet Union. 

I thought the Senator would want to 
have that statement. I know that in the 
discussions of this matter before the 
committees the Secretary of Defense has 
made it very clear. I do not know of any 
member of the committee, or of anyone 
in the Defense Department, who takes 
the Position that the system would at 
this time, and at this stage of the art, 
be effective against a full-scale Soviet 
attack. It will, however, save lives. It 
complicates the Soviet problem. It has 
been estimated that it will save from 20 
million to 30 million American lives in 
the event of a Soviet attack. But it does 
no,t mean that we would not lose millions 
of lives. Without this system, it is esti
mated that 120 million American lives 
would be lost in a Soviet nuclear attack. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Illinois to reply 
to the comments. of the able Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I appreci
ate very much the clarification of the 
paint by the Senator from Washington, 
who is very knowledgeable in this field. 
It would be a tragic mistake if anyone 
really felt that what we were doing was 
authorizing the construction of a system 
which would provide any kind of effec
tive protection against missile attack--

Mr. JACKSON. A full-scale missile at
tack from the Soviet Union. 

Mr. PERCY. A missile attack from the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. JACKSON. But there is agreement 
as to its effectiveness against an attack 
from the Chinese. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
shall be glad to yield for a general col
loquy, but other Senators appear ready 
to ask me questions. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me to complete my 
thought, if it is true that there has been 
a delay, and an acknowledged delay, in 
the construction of the Chinese system, 
and if it has been concluded that there is 
no effective defense against a Soviet sys
tem, then I cannot see, for the life of 
me, why we want to rush ahead with a 
system that, in my judgment, will not be 
effective and has not been proven. The 
comments of the Senator from Washing
ton in ciarification of this point have 
further reinforced my own view that we 
should not go ahead with the construc
tion this year. 

Mr. President, I do believe that the 
American public has the impression that 
Secretary Clifford claimed the Sentinel 
system would have some effectiveness 
against a Soviet attack. For example, the 
Chicago Tribune of June 21, 1968, stated: 

In asking for retention of the funds for 
the ABM system, Clifford said that not only 
would it protect the United States against 
the unsophisticated kind of attack that can 
be expected from Red China, but that it 
would also give some measure of protection 
to American land-based missile sites against 
a more sophisticated Russian attack. 

The New York Times of June 20, 1968, 
reported as follows: 

The Defense Department rationale for 
building the antlbalUstic missile system also 
seemed to be shifting away from Oommunist 
China toward the Soviet Union. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. I think, with all due 

respect, that the Senator misses the 
central point. If we def er approval of the 
program for a year, it does not mean we 
defer the system a year; in fact, we 
defer it for 2 years. When we have a 
slippage of the first year, affecting de
ployment of the first battery, it affects 
the whole system. So it does not follow 
that a slippage of 1 year means that 
the program slips only a year. We would 
lose some 2 years in the availability of 
an operating system which would give 
full coverage to the United States. 

When we talk about the Soviet's threat, 
I want to mention that this system does 
include a capability of providing pro
tection against an attack on the Min
uteman system. We have the Spartan, 
which is an area defense system. Then 
there is the Sprint, which is a point 
defense and can be used in defense of 
the Minuteman sites. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ap
preciate this colloquy. It has added a 
great deal to the knowledge of the Sen
ate on this matter. All I -can say is, as 
we talk about slippages, that for nearly 
30 years my primary interest has been 
preservation of the security of the United 
States. The biggest slippages have been 
in approving weapons, especially missile 

weapons, that later proved to be obsoles
cent or just would not work. That has 
been the big slippage, especially when 
we correlate that with the fact we have 
this now serious financial problem in 
our country. 

If this military budget continues to 
grow and grow, where are we going to 
get the money to educate our children? 
Where are we going to get the money to 
handle the problems of our cities? Where 
are we going to get the money to more 
properly control water Pollution and air 
pollution? 

We passed a bill this very morning 
wliich stipulates that we cut $6 billion 
out of this budget. Everybody asks, 
"Where are you going to cut to arrive 
at the $6 billion?" 

After thorough study, I say to you we 
can cut this $615 million out of the 
bu_dget without affecting the security of 
the United States. 

A small slippage involved is based on 
the estimate of what the Chinese have 
done in a year; but the big slippage is 
the fact that, any time anybody comes up 
and says "this is for defense, we put it 
through." 

This year the Defense Department is 
asking the gigantic sum of $8 billion for 
research and development. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed an observation on the Pentagon 
research and development program re
cent years by a friend of the Senator 
from Washington and mine, Mr. W. J. 
McNeil, who for 12 years was Comp
troller of the Defense Department. 

In an interview given for Armed 
Forces management, Mr. McNeil stated, 
in questioning research and develop
ment expenditures: 

I don't think the Pentagon is getting much 
for its money these days in R&D. With our 
$35-40 billion (total Defense budget) we 
got a lot more new programs started. Some 
ended up outmoded; others turned out to 
be awfully good weapons. What have we got
ten in the last seven years that's been new 
or a drastic improvement of existing 
weapons? If we had operated in 1955 under 
today's theory of not proceeding until all 
elements are well within the state of the art, 
for instance, we'd never have developed 
Polaris. 

Mr. President, I yield to the able Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Missouri. I had a couple of 
questions I wanted to ask him to help 
clarify my own thinking. Originally I was 
inclined to support the thin ABM. Sec
retary McNamara came up and talked to 
a group of so-called liberal Representa
tives and Senators in defense of the 
merits of the system because of the 
threat from the Chinese. ·That was the 
argument that was used. As I under
stand now, the thrust of the argument 
of the proponents for the thin ABM is 
that it would be useful, not against the 

· Chinese, but as a first step against the 
Soviets. Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is the posi
tion today, as I understand. It was not 
the position a few months ago. 

Mr. PELL. That is a change in the po
sition of our administration. That would 
be correct, too, because, as I understand 
it, from the viewPoint of China, when we 
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. look at a globe, it would be dimcult to Soviet Union as they are to the United 
launch missiles without their flying over States. 

. the Soviet Union. Moreover, I under- Mr. PELL. Reading from the newspa-
stand there are probably cheaper meth- per statement of the Secretary of De
ods available to China of hurting the fense in today's Washington Post, on 
United States than by building an ICBM page A-18, he says: 
system. We know the Soviets are developing 

Mr. SYMINGTON. When it comes to · an ABM system, and we know they are de
the geography of China and Russia, I ploying it. 
am sure the able Senator is more con- This would indicate that they are pres
versant than I. Because of his capacity ently deploying in the Soviet Union an 
for study, and his membership on the ABM system; would that be a correct 
Foreign Relations Committee, I am con- statement? My understanding has been 
fident he is correct; but I would not want that the only Soviet true ABM system 
to corroborate without checking. . is the one that has been deployed about 

Mr. PELL. I had better test it on a Moscow. 
globe of the world via the Great Circle Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, "you pay 
route. your money and you take your choice." 

In connection with this general dis- The former Secretary of Defense took 
cussion, as I understand it, from a first exactly the opposite position, because he 
strike viewpoint, the Soviet Union and said: 
the United States each have the power Construction of an ABM system could 
to inflict great damage and great mor- hinder United States-Soviet talks with re
tality on the other, but our power in this spect to possible strategic arms limitations. 
respect is on the order of, would the several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Senator from Missouri estimate, two or Mr. SYMINGTON. I am happy to 
three times that of the Soviet Union? yield to my friend from Kentucky. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, we have more Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I shall 
capacity in the way of megatonnage than speak later on other phases of his speech, 
does the Soviet Union; and we have even but I should like to comment to the Sen
more capacity in the way of actual mis- ator from Rhode Island on the issue he 
siles. The figures are classified, but if the raised in his question to the Senator 
Senator has in the back of his mind the from Missouri. 
theory of overkill, I would say that I do It has been said repeatedly in speeches 
believe in the logic of that theory. during the last week, by those who sup-

! would think it is far more important port the ABM system, that the Soviet 
to place our money on increasing tl:ie Union is building an ABM system, with
PSI of our missile bases than it is to em- out explaining what kind of a system 
bark on another one of these theoretical, it is, or its effectiveness. 
extravagant, and unproven missile de- The Senator from Rhode Island talked 
velopments to defend against a Chinese with me earlier today; and quoting the 
threat. statement made by the Secretary of De-

Mr. PELL. But from the viewPoint of fense, Mr. Clifford, said, "This disturbs 
parity, we are certainly better than equal me. The Soviets are building an ABM 
to the Soviet Union in first strike off en- system." It disturbs all of us. 
sive capacity; would that not be correct? I said, "I think it would be wise to 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe that true. inquire of members of the Armed Serv
Mr. PELL. From a defensive viewpoint, ices Committee, who have access to all 

is there not substantial equality of pres- the classified information as to what 
ent defensive position between the So- kind of a system it is." 
viet Union and the United states? With- I wish to quote the testimony of Secre-

thi f 1 ified tary McNamara before the Armed Serv-
out going into any ng 0 a c ass ices Committee, which is not classified-
nature, are we not at about parity as of I do not think it is classified, because I 
now? secured this book from the Committee 

Mr. SYMINGTON. About parity on on Armed Services. I ask the Senator 
what? hi i ifi d 

Mr. PELL. From the viewpoint of de- from Missouri whether t s s class e . 
It is a statemept by Secretary of De-

fensive capability. fense Robert s. McNamara on the fis-
Mr. SYMINGTON. I think we are cal year 1969-73 defense program. 

skirting close to classified information, Mr. SYMINGTON. No, that is not clas-
but would say that the United States to- sifted. 
day is capable of destroying a~y co~- Mr. COOPER. I did not think it was. 
try that attacks it. Also the Sov1~ Umon I placed a large part of his testimony 
is capable of, in effect, destroymg any in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD last 
country that attacks the Soviet Union. I · Wednesday. 
would rather leave this matter right This is what he said about the anti
there, than get too deeply into any ballistic-missile defense of the Soviet 
classification situation. Union: 

As the Senator knows, one of my re
grets about the unfortunate venture into 
Vietnam is that it has prevented us from 
attaining a better relationship with the 
Soviet Union. In itself that better rela
tionship would save tens of billions of 
dollars that could be devoted to a more 
worthy cause than war. 

Certainly the Red Chinese are today, 
with their many-thousand-mile joint 
border, at least as much a threat to the 

Last year I noted that in addition to the 
GALOSH system around Moscow, the Soviets 
were deploying another type of defensive 

· system elsewhere in the Soviet Union. I cau
tioned, however that the weight of the evi
dence at the time suggested that this sys
tem was not intended primarily for antlbal
listic missile defense. Now, I can tell you that 
the majority of our intelligence community 
no longer believes that this so-called "Tal
linn" system (which is being deployed across 
the northwestern approaches to the Soviet 

U~ion and in several other places) has any 
significant ABM capability. This system is 
apparently designed for use within the at
mosphere, most likely against an aero-dy
namic rather than a ballistic missile threat. 

Although construction of the Galosh ABM 
· system around Moscow is proceeding at ~ 
· moderate pace, no effort has been made dur
ing the last year to expand that system or 
extend it to other cities. It is the consensus of 
the intelligence community that this system 
could provide a limited defense of the Mos
cow area but that it could be seriously de
graded by sophisticated penetration aids. 
Nevertheless, knowing what we do about past 
Soviet predilections for defensive systems, we 
must, for the time being, plan our forces on 
the assumption that they will have deployed 
some sort of an ABM system around their 
major cities by the early 1970s. 

I noted the other day-and I am sorry 
that he is not present-that the Senator 
from Colorado said in his speech that 
the ABM system was being extended 
throughout the Soviet Union. I can only 
say that Secret.ary McNamara said th~t 
according to the consensus of the intelli
gence community they were not. I 
wanted to bring that point out. 

Mr. PELL. I think the Senator from 
Kentucky has brought out more clearly 
the point we were trying to make 
earlier in connection with the quotation 
from Secretary Clifford. He must have 
been ref erring there, not to deploying it 
throughout the Soviet Union, but in some 
specific area. 

Mr. COOPER. May I make one further 
comment? 

The Senator from Washington quoted 
from a letter of the Secretary of Defense 
certain statements made by the Director 
of Defense Resea.rch and Engineering, 
Mr. John Foster. Reading the second 
paragraph and third paragraph together, 
it would seem to me that Dr. Foster 
really questions the· effectiveness of the 
proposed ABM system. This is what Mr. 
Foster is quoted as saying: 

The ability to protect ourselves from un
acceptable damage from a numerically large 
and technically advanced missile force such . 
as that of the Soviet Union is not yet tech
nically feasible. However the Sentinel system 
will complicate any attack on the United 
States. 

We will continue an intensive R&D pro
gram in an attempt to provide increasingly 
effective means to limit damage from both 
the advancing Chinese and the Soviet missile 
threats. 

I would say that the amendment I 
have proposed with the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. HART] would not lessen 
the security of our country. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
classified presentation by Secretary Mc
Namara to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee was 280 pages long, counting 
the exhibits, and the unclassified por
tion, as I remember it, was 246 pages. 

I read every word of both the classified 
and unclassified and had printed in the 
RECORD 304 questions asked with respect 
to this testimony. 

My position today is based on as care
ful a study as I could make of the Sec
retary's presentation, and also that of 
other people involved and qualified in the 
field. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Presider..t, a very 
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powerful and compelling argwnent has 
been made by the Senator from Missouri. 
What he has said carries great weight 
and authority for many reasons. The dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri has 
served on the Armed Services Committee 
since 1953. Also, as we know, he was the 
first Secretary of the Air Force. I doubt 
if any Member of the Senate has greater 
interest or firsthand knowledge than 
has the Senator from Missouri of the 
defense Position of the United States. 

We know the Senator as one who has 
been always concerned about ·our na
tional security. We remember his great 
fight for a continued and strengthened 
Air Force. The Senator has been a leader 
in the continuing struggle to '.Protect the 
security of our country and people. The 
Senator SPoke of the assured destruc
tion capability of the United States. 

Secretary McNamara emphasizes that 
capability again and again in testimony. 
Every President has said that the United 
States possesses and will maintain this 
destruction capability and that it is the 
true deterrent. 

Does the Senator, with his experience 
and knowledge, having had the OPPor
tunity to read the classified material 
that has been );>resented before the com
mittee, have any doubt that the United 
States possesses today the assured de
struction capability-that is-to destroy 
substantially the Soviet Union or any 
other attacking country, even if the 
United States were a victim of the first 
strike? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. None whatever. 
Mr. COOPER. If there is, in fact, a 

limited ABM system around Moscow
one which has not been completed, but 
one which is being constructed-and if 
there is a so-called Tallinn system and 
an obsolete system at Leningrad, would 
the assured destruction capability of the 
United States be limited by these sys
tems? Could the United States, even 
though it was a victim of the first strike, 
still substantially destroy the Soviet 
Union? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, we 
are skirting classified information. But 
I say to the able Senator from Kentucky 
that I know of no possible way any 
country in the world could attack the 
United States without being destroyed
today, tomorrow, and for many years to 
come. 

What worries me is that, following the 
principles of Lenin, we are now getting 
ourselves into a position where we could 
in effect, be seriously crippling 1f not 
destroying ourselves internally through 
the destruction of our financial position, 
the integrity of the dollar. 

The other day I received information 
from the distinguished chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on Foreign Affairs 
pointing out that the debt of the United 
States today is now $43,819 million more 
than the debts of all the other countries 
of the world combined. 

Our problem here today is related in 
a way to the problem of a family that 
must decide on whether it wants to send 
the children to college or spend the mon
ey in question for a vacation. 

Our funds are becoming increasingly 
limited; therefore decisions must be 
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made as to what we are going to do 
with our resources. 

I see no basic difference, in the long 
run, between the problems of a family 
and the problems of a government. 

We have placed approximately $171 
billion around the world to help other 
countries. And today we are spending 
more than $80 billion on our military 
so as to protect these other countries of 
the free world. 

Perhaps my greatest reason for sup
porting this amendment would be not 
only my technical suspicion about the 
system, but also the great and growing 
cost. 

In this country today we have more 
than $1 trillion in life insurance. All 
business and Government employees are 
interested in their retirement plans. 

Unions in the United States are urg
ing their membe.rs to take pension plans. 
Finally, and at least as important, we 
have social security it.self, with such 
corollaries as medicare and medicaid. 

Only a few months ago the last bas
tion ahead of the defense of the dollar 
itself-the British pound was devalued, 
as my friend, the able chairman of the 
Finance Committee, the Senator from 
Louisiana knows only too well. 

How many people realize today that 
the value of the franc is considerably 
less than one-half of 1 percent of what 
it was well after World War I? 

Then, a few weeks ago we had a dollar 
crisis. We know that the special draw
ing rights development 1s only a pallia
tive, not a cure. 

Now the man who has been hurting 
the value of our dollar most, General de 
Gaulle, suddenly finds thait, having lost 
his contact with his people, the franc 
1s in deep trouble. If the franc goes down, 
based on the International Monetary 
Fund that can only mean a further at
tack on the dollar. 

Nevertheless Mr. President, let me em
phasize that I would be the last one to 
object to this thin ABM system to pro
tect against the Chinese if I felt it was 
necessary for the security of my chil
dren and their children. But I do not so 
believe, and inasmuch as we must now 
find $6 billion, under a law passed by 
the Senate this morning, the most logi
cal place to start would seem to be by 
postponing this questionable system. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
may I say to the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri, for whom I have the 
highest regard-and he is very expert in 
the field in which he is speaking-that 
I am very much in a quandary as to how 
I should vote on this matter. Having 
once served on the Committee on Armed 
Services--

Mr. SYMINGTON. And very ably, may 
I add. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator. 

I find myself thinking that those of 
us who are not on the committee almost 
have to rely on committee members to 
relay the information to us, and we 

must rely upon someone in an attempt 
to reach the right decision in this mat
ter. 

When the Senator first came to the 
Senate, he made some very eloquent 
speeches about the fact that some of the 
economies of the Eisenhower adminis
tratfon were poorly taken; that if you are 
just saving money and not defending 
what you have, it is not a good idea. 

I understand that the Senator is of 
the opinion that this system is not ade
quately developed to the point at which 
it would do the job. As I understand the 
Senator's argument, it is that if we go 
forward with the system, we will be 
going forward with something that will 
not provide an adequate defense because 
it is not adequately developed at this 
point. 

Is that the Senator's argwnent? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 

right. In the early fifties, our problem 
was primarily a physical one, and we 
would appear to have largely solVed that. 
In 1949, this Nation had $24.6 billion of 
gold, and owed abroad $7 billion. Today, 
it has $10.8 bi1lion in gold and owes · 
abroad $34 billion liabilities redeemable 
in gold. 

So I believe it fair to say there has 
been a shift from physical problems in 
the early fifties to financial problems in 
the late sixties. 

The Senator from Louisiana and I 
have worked together on many matters 
of defense, including a famous case in
cident to the Marines. If I felt this sys
tem would honestly contribute as a major 
component to the security of the United 
States, he knows I would be for it. But 
I have studied the matter, with my own 
small but able staff, and say, in all hon
estly, I do not believe that is true. 

We must save some money or, as a 
nation, we ultimately will go broke, jufot 
as a family goes broke when finally its 
unpaid loans are called. 

A little saving in the military field, as 
the Senator. knows better than I, is more 
than a major saving in any other field of 
our Government. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This antibal
listic missile system·would be enormously 
expensive if we got into it. Does the Sen
ator feel that sooner or later we will have 
to get into this type of defense rather 
than leave ourselves totally defenseless 
against ballistic missiles? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That 1s a good 
question. The entire thrust of recent 
years in the Defense Department has 
been, in effect, that the best defense was 
a superb offense. 

In other words, that the maginot line 
concept would not work. 

When this matter was first presented, 
there was no interest in it, or desire for 
it, on the part of the people that were 
running the Defense Department. 

Under all the circumstances, it still 
does not seem the right course to me. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Unless a na
tion has a foolproof system to def end it
self against those weapons, it would be 
almost insanity to attack a major power 
with atomic weapons, unless one were in 
a position to completely knock them out 
and destroy their ability to retaliate. 
While any nation-the Soviet Union, this 
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Nation, or any other power that acquired 
large numbers of atomic weapons, as 
these countries do-oould in:flict fantastic 
and almost inconceivable damage upon 
an adversary, if they had to recognize the 
fact that the adversary would inflict even 
a quarter of that damage in return, the 
answer would be no, that it would not be 
worth it. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

I was in London during their worst 
raid, Saturday night, May 10, 1941. My 
office was in the Air Ministry, and when 
I came to work on Monday morning, 
everybody was happy. I could not under
stand it, and asked why. 

People said,· "We got 5 percent. Once 
we get 5 percent, we all agree they can't 
continue these raids because of attrition." 

It is interesting that there never was a 
mass bomber attack against Great Bri
tain after that, until the buzz bombs 
came along. There were a lot of indi
vidual raids, but not an organized 
raid. So they were right in that extrap
olation. 

If I follow the Senator's point, today, 
if we knocked down 95 percent of an 
attack, and 5 percent got through, our 
world would turn into dust. That is the 
vast difference between conditions
dangers-in this nuclear age, and those 
at the time of World War. II. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. People should 
keep in mind the enormous damage that 
could be done by a large atomic bomb 
dropped upon a major city. 

The Senator so well knows this be
cause he has studied this matter and has 
evaluated the studies and tests made. 

A single atomic explosion on one of our 
two or three largest cities would probably 
kill several times as many people as 
were killed in all of the wars in which 
the United States has ever fought. 

-Mr. SYMINGTON. A large hydrogen 
bomb would just about wipe out one of 
our large cities. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
· Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, coauthor of the amendment. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I interrupt 
only to thank the Senator for speaking 
today as he has. Here is a man who has 
been devoted to this matter for years 
and who brings to the subject a back
ground that I think is unequaled in our 
body, a brilliant mind and a devotion 
to the defense of this country as is ex
ceeded by none. 

Mr. President, opponents of the 
pending amendment <No. 854) have 
contended that the Sentinel system 
could save American lives in the event 
of a nuclear attack or accident. In reply 
to that contention, I wish to emphasize 
particularly that the pending amend
ment does not preclude deployment of a 
lifesaving missile defense system if and 
when we have developed an effective one. 
Surely, a year's postponement-which we 
can afford-of a system which we have 
repeatedly put off for so many years be
cause of its doubtful effectiveness would 
simply give us more time to develop a 
really effective system, if that is poosible, 
instead of rushing ahead to install one 

which would likely be obsolete long be
fore China has developed an interconti
nental ballistic missile capability against 
us. 

Indeed, it appears that opponents of 
the amendment recognize the logic of 
Postponing deployment of a system 
against a Chinese missile capability 
which does not now exist and which the 
Department of Defense finds now to be 
more than a year delayed beyond the 
projected timetable upon which, in the 
fall of 1967, was based the decision to 
commence deployment of Sentinel. In
stead of urging Sentinel deployment
against Chinese nuclear power in the 
1970's opponents of the J)ending amend
ment now apparently contend that we 
need a "thin" defense deployment against 
a Soviet nuclear capability. They suggest 
that there are two or three ABM sys
tems now deployed by the Soviets, and 
that we should therefore commence de
ploying a system of our own. But the 
wrgument that Sentinel deployment im
proves our situation as against Soviet 
capability is wrong for three separate 
and conclusive reasons: First, the So
viets do not have deployed any signifi.
oant or effective ABM systems; second, 
even if they did deploy such a system, 
our response should be to enhance our 
offensive deterrent capability rather 
than t.o ape their defense efforts; and, 
third, if a missile defense system can 
ever save lives it is certain that the 
"thin" defense Sentinel system would 
quickly and cheaply be overcome by im
mediate increase in Soviet ICBM forces. 

First of all, it is clear that the Soviets 
have not deployed and are not deploy
ing any ABM system which can protect 
their country against missile attack. 
Based on the most recent testimony of 
Secretary McNamara and others, it is 
now clear that the Soviet Union's ABM 
deployment consists of only a small 
and essentially ineffective deployment 
around the city of Moscow, using the 
so-called Galosh missile. Two other sys
tems have been described as having 
ABM capabilities: one, deployed at the 
city of Leningrad in the early 1960's, was 
apparently abandoned when the U.S.S.R. 
considered it ineffective against the 
missile threats then in being; the other 
defensive deployment, called the Tallinn 
system after the city of Tallinn where 
one of the sites was first identified, was 
for a time considered to have a possible 
ABM capability. By February of this 
year, however, it was apparent that the 
Tallinn system does not now have, nor 
did it ever have, an antiballistic missile 
capability, and the Secretary of Defense 
made this point clearly befoce the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee. 

But suppose, Mr. President, that the 
Soviets were actually to install a gen
eral missile defense system like our pro
posed Sentinel system. Even then, it 
seems quite clear that the proper re
sponse by us would be in the area of the 
strategic offensive nuclear forces which 
such a Soviet defense screen might affect 
to some extent. For if the Soviets should 
deploy a significant ABM defense it is 
our strategic deterrent power alone 
which would be affected by that move, 
and its enhancement alone would be a 

rational response by us. Building a de
fensive system here simply would do 
nothing at all to answer or neutralize 
any Soviet defense system. 

The truth is, Mr. President, that any 
decision to build a missile defense sys
tem against Soviet nuclear striking 
power is related to the capacity of that 
Soviet offensive capability and not at all 
to any Soviet defense system whether 
that system be marginally effective or, 
what is much more likely, totally ineffec
tive. A.."ld when we come to the nub of 
the question, whether we can or should 
deploy Sentinel or any other existing 
ABM concept to save lives against Soviet 
attack, the · answer remains the same 
answer which has convinced our eminent 
scientists, our Presidents Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, and Johnson, and our Secre
taries of Defense that any such attempt 
would be not only useless but dangerous. 
Unless we are ready to commit our entire 
population to a life underground, there 
is simply no missile defense which the 
Soviets cannot penetrate with their mas
sive nuclear force to annihilate our cities 
and our people. Even a handful of Soviet 
multimegaton warheads which would in
evitably penetrate even a 90-percent
e:ffective missile defense system would do 
that unspeakable damage. Thus, at a cost 
of $50 billion or more which we could ill 
afford, an anti-Soviet . missile defense 
system would not in any way change the 
balance of nuclear terror between our 
two nations. But any effort in that direc
tion would not merely be a tragic waste 
of our resources. The most likely effect 
of a massive missile defense deployment 
would actually be to imperil more Ameri
can lives than if we had never begun on 
the long and fearful road of a nuclear 
defense-offense race with the Soviets. 
For the Soviet Union would immediately 
have to double its strategic nuclear forces 
if we attempted a massive missile defense 
system just as we would have to do if 
they did so. The offense enhancement 
as Secretary McNamara has emphasized, 
is much faster and cheaper than an 
elaborate defense system which must 
have almost complete and immediate 
effectiveness against an untested and un
known striking force. And if the Soviets 
double their present overkill power in a 
response to a United States missile de
fense against them, and if the ultimate 
tragedy of nuclear war occurs between 
us, many more American lives would be 
lost. 

Thus, Mr. President, it becomes utterly 
clear that the Sentinel system is useless 
and worse than useless against Soviet 
nuclear power. If the system has any 
marginal capability at all it is as Secre
tary McNamara emphasized last fall, a 
capability during a few short years in 
the 1970's while the Chinese may have 
only a rudimentary ICBM force. And 
that most limited and doubtful function 
of Sentinel deployment does not require 
us to rush ahead now while our system 
is not fully tested, while more research 
would serve our security interests, and 
while the Chinese have slipped more 
than a year in a timetable which in any 
event would give them no significant 
ICBM capability against us for many 
years. 
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The question that confronts us is not 

an easy one. I hope that those who have 
not resolved their doubts will read care
fully the message the Senator from Mis
souri has given us. If I had had any 
doubts about the pending proposal, they 
would have been resolved as I listened 
to the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri. He suggests again courses that 
Americans should follow prudently as we 
seek to insure our security and bring this 
world closer to peace. 

I wish to ask just one question. We now 
are told-although frankly I had not 
realized it until f . few days ago-that, 
indeed, the Sentinel system does have its 
relationship to the Soviet Union. The 
Soviet Union cannot afford to disbelieve 
that statement, no matter what the back
ground may be against which it is voiced. 
If there is any wisdom in the Kremlin, 
is not the only intelligent response to the 
announcement that we are about to be
gin this system to increase on their part 
their offensive strength? Is not this the 
way the basic rulebook has it? If that is 
so are we not again contributing to the 
spiral of an arms race that will bring us 
to disaster with its ultimate annihilation 
by use of arms or the collapse of our 
economy, which concerns both the Sen
ator and I? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I answer the Sen
ator with great respect. With respect to 
the reaction of the Soviet Union, I would 
say that both countries would be better 
off if we could reach some agreement on 
arms control. 

Let me thank the able Senator for his 
kind and undeserved remarks. 

I would now yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. JACKSON. If the Senator will 
yield to me briefly, I would just like to 
paint out to my good friend from Michi
gan-and I have the greatest admiration 
for him as I do for the Senator from 
Missouri-that the Soviets were the first 
to develop an intercontinental ballistic 
missile; the Soviets were the first to de
velop an anti-ballistic-missile system, 
and the Soviets were the first to develop 
a fractional orbital bombardment sys
tem-FOBS. 

This idea that we are driving them on 
is sheer nonsense. They have been work
ing on the anti-ballistic-missile system 
for years. They deployed their first de
fense around Leningrad around 1962. 

Secretary McNamara had for over a 
year and a half-it was the premise of 
his statement-tried to reach an agree
ment to get talks underway in Moscow. 
I submit the way to get them to talk is 
through the maintenance of strong posi
tions and not to walk away from it. Let 
us not have a guilt complex that some
how we are driving the Soviets on. The 
Soviets act in their own interests; they 
are gofng about their business, not ours. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am grate
ful to the Senator for his comments. I 
did read his speech in which he made 
that point. 

My concern is that we examine our 
consciences every day of the year and ask 
ourselves, "Who is driving whom?" I 
want to be very sure. This is not a guilt 
complex; this is a survival problem. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct search funds for it. It becomes possible to 
that we are talking about the survival see, in the handling of Sentinel deployment, 
of this Nation and of millions of Ameri- whether the United States is meeting the 
cans. nonproliferation treaty's test of good faith. 

Mr. HART. We can forfeit our future Mr. SYMINGTON. I think the Senator 
both ways: by getting fat, dumb, and re- has put his hand on an important point. 
!axing, or ~Y getting overwhelmingly This system has not been proved out. I 
tough, when we are talking about a sys- do believe there is much defense hard
tem, the effectiveness of which is 1n very ware we are not building we should be 
serious doubt, but the cost of which is . building units that have been proved out. 
pretty solid, against a foe, whether it is Therefore, inasmuch as we are getting 
mainland China or the Soviet Union, into a financial bind, and everybody 
which as I understand will cut its cloth knows that to be true, it is more im
to fit its desires. I acknowledge completely portant to concentrate on what we know 
their self-interest. will work than on things we know, based 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- on past experience, could well not work. 
sent to have printed in the RECORD an I yield to the . Senator from South 
editorial entitled "Nonproliferation and Dakota. 
Beyond," published in the Washington Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, if the 
Post on June 14, 1968. Senator will yield, I wish to advance one 

There being no objection, the edi- point. 
torial was ordered to be printed in the I want to say that the Senator from 
RECORD, as follows: · Michigan made a very good point. I 

NoNPROLIFERATION AND BEYOND merely want to observe, as I said on Wed-
Truly, it is amazing, it is wonderful, that nesday, that I favor two consonant 

92 nonnuclear nations indicate willingness courses of action: On the one hand, that 
to spurn nuclear arms of their own. A real we keep talking to the Soviets and work
sacrifice for some, a convenience for others, ing with them where interests converge; 
a gesture for still others, the treaty is for but at the same time that we remain 
all a major contribution to world peace. In strong. 
deciding to depend for their protection and The last point I wanted to make is 
peaceful nuclear capacity on the great 
powers, they have exercised courage as well this: If this ABM concept does not have 
as .responsibility. Indeed, the surprise is not any value, why is the Soviet Union 
that there were heavy misgivings among spending billions of dollars of their re
many of the 92, and among all those who sources on it? 
failed to endorse the nonproliferation treaty. Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not believe we 
The surprise is that in most cases the mis- should in any way overlook what the 
givings were overcome. s · tu · d 

Every nation ought to accept the treaty. ovie mon is oing in this field, or any 
None which refuses will be regarded as a other field; and have devoted the last 
responsible world citizen. Even so, the treaty 25 years in effort to have a strong Ameri
imposes restraint on non-signers, specifically, ca so we can have a free America. Let us 
the sure knowledge of being declared out- remember that money is needed to have 
laws if they acquire their own bombs. And in a strong America in more than just the 
some cases the fact that a rival has signed military field. 
will remove a powerful incentive to make I am in agreement with what the Sen-
one's own bomb. 

In the years of the treaty's gestation, few ator said about maintaining strength not 
expected it would ever be born. Without the only equal but superior to the Soviet 
faith and work of those few, it would not Union. 
have been. In Washington, the Arms Con- I yield to the Senator from South 
trol Agency and particularly its chief, Wil- Dakota. 
liam Foster, have earned the country's deep Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator 
gratitude. We would hail, too, the appro- for yielding. I had asked the Senator to 
priate Russians if we know who they were. yield to me so that I might commend him 

At the General Assembly, President John- for his words here this afternoon. I think 
son renewed his pledge to seek limits on 
the great powers' strategic weapons. This what he has to say carries a most unique 
re:flected his proper understanding that, in weight in the Senate on the matter of 
return for securing the have-nots' agree- defense. 
ment on nonproliferation, the haves assume There is one question I wish to ask 
a clearcut obligation to curb their own arms. the Senator. If I am interpeting correctly 
The President observed that avoidance of a the case some have made for the anti
further strategic-arms race depended on b 1 reaching .. 'an agreement" with the Russians. al istic missile system, as I understand 

Is this so? The soviet position, well un- it, the original argument was that we 
derstood as such within the Administration, needed a so-called thin system because 
is that Moscow will not approach such an of the danger from China in the 1970's. 
agreement while the United States is at war Mr. SYMINGTON. The original argu
with a Soviet ally. Until recently, this seemed ment was we did not need any system, 
to pose an insuperable hurdle, and the because our offensive capacity was being 
United States had reluctantly announced a developed to the point where we could 
decision to deploy the anti-China Sentinel 
missile defense, despite its fears that Senti- smash any aggressor. Then, for some 
nel might lean both Moscow and Washington reason never clear to me, there was pro
to put up ABM systems against each other. posed a $30 billion defense against the 

Now, however, the situation may have Soviet Union and a $5 billion defense 
changed. New intelligence estimates of Chi- against a possible future threat from 
nese and Russian progress reportedly grant Red China; and the Chinese defense was 
the United States more time to decide on chosen. For reasons I still do not under
Sentinel deployment. The President's re- stand, we decided against a defense 
tirement frees him from the inhibition of 
a campaign "missile gap" charge. Budget against the Soviet Union, but did want a 
pressures are tighter. A number of senators, defense against a possible threat from 
led by Mr. Cooper, believe it to be safe, wise China. So we saved $25 billion, just like 
and necessary to slow down on Sentinel that. 
and they will attempt to deny all but re- When I asked as to whether this would 
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be a building block which would give us 
a defense against the Soviet Union, at 
first they said, ''Absolutely not." That 
was one of the reasons why I voted for 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky, which lost by 
only 31 to 28, as I remember it. 

Now, however, this has all been 
changed. Some say it is a building block 
against the Soviet Union. Let me present 
this thought to the Senator from South 
Dakota: Each year the demand for re
search and development in the Depart
ment of Defense increases to the point 
where now it amounts to $8 billion a 
year. That does not take in the demand 
for additional research and development 
in such agencies as Space. 

This money has been put up faithfully 
on the :floor of the Senate, year after year. 
I now challenge the results. What has 
come out of these vast sums? Show what 
we have recently in the way of new ships. 
Show me what we have in the way of 
new submarines. Show what we have in 
the way of new planes, bombers, or fight
ers. Where is the hardware? 

True, we have had missile program 
after missile program. Then, they put 
them on the shelf, either because they 
are obsolete, or because they do not think 
they will be needed, or because they do 
not work. 

I challenge anyone to say we have had 
a proper return on our gigantic research 
and development in the military field. 
We are not getting our money's worth. 
That is one reason I felt I should take 
this position today. We have been getting 
a lot of gadgets and tricks and theories. 
But where is the modern hardware? You 
cannot fight with blueprints. 

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator from 
Missouri will yield further, I should like 
to pursue the matter of justification for 
this enormous expenditure. He has stated 
that those who are advocating it have 
based their case, in the first instance, on 
the need for a defense against China. 
Then this week we hear the case made 
that we need it as a partial defense, and 
as a first step toward an ultimate full 
defense, against the Soviet Union. 

But, at one point in the argument, we 
find the Secretary of Defense and the 
administration saying that if we could 
get some _ kind of agreement with the 
Soviet Union whereby they would not 
deploy their ABM system, then we would 
not deploy ours. What then happens to 
the argument that we need one against 
China? If we do need a defensive missile 
system against China, and if that is the 
"marginal" reason for the Sentinel, why 
would we make a deal with the Soviets 
not to build it? 

Can the Senator answer that? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. As usual, the Sen

ator from South Dakota is logical. His 
point is well taken. We seem to extrap
olate all these points for just one pur
pose, to pour more and more money into 
research and development. But what have 
we received for our money, the taxpayer's 
money? 

Again, I think the Senator's point 1s 
well taken; we do not fear the great 
danger from the Soviet Union, but we do 
fear the much smaller danger from Red 
China. 

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-

rect. I have one more question. Is it not 
true that approximately 10 years ago 
we had essentially the same argument 
made for an ABM system which is being 
made today? President Eisenhower and 
Congress decided not to move ahead on 
the ABM system, on the ground that the 
system then being proposed would pos
sibly become obsolete before it could be 
constructed. That being the case, is there 
any more evidence in the Senator's mind 
that by the time we get this system de
ployed, it would return sufficient divi
dends to the country in the form of an 
adequate defense to justify the expendi
ture? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think there is 
ample evidence, based on experience, 
that its cost could not be justified. 

During the early 1930's, the French 
army was considered by far the finest 
army in Europe. Then the German army 
began to be built up, but the French 
did not worry too much because they sat 
behind what the world now knows as 
the maginot line. Any way we look at it, 
this idea has in it the concept of a 
maginot line, the idea that we can insure 
prevention from attacks. There was a 
time when, if we could knock down 5 per
cent of incoming enemy planes, we would 
have successful resistance. Today, if we 
knock down 95 percent, or even 98 per
cent, we still have a destroyed city. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri very much for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Missouri will yield one 
moment-I know he has been on his 
feet for a long time-I should like to 
read a paragraph from Dr. Foster's 
statement: 

The ability to protect ourselves from un
acceptable damage from a numerically large 
and technically advanced missile force such 
as that of the Soviet Union is not yet tech
nically feasible. However the Sentinel sys
tem will complicate any attack on the 
United States. 

If it will not provide protection against 
the Soviet Union, why deploy a "bum" 
system, one which Dr. Foster says would 
not be technically feasible? 

Does the Senator see any point in 
spending whatever amount it would cost, 
$5.5 billion, to deploy a system which 
Dr. Foster says is not technically feasi
ble against any attack by the Soviet 
Union? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would agree with 
the Senator from Kentucky, and I should 
like to put it back to him in this way: 
Why is it we are not asked to build a 
complete defense against the Soviet 
Union, while at the same time we are 
asked to build a defense against the non
existent threat, a defense everyone would 
be the first to admit is not a defense 
against the Soviet Union? We have not 
built the ships or planes we should have 
built, despite the record showing that we 
have put more money into the hands of 
the research and development people in 
the Pentagon than any one· has ever done 
on any research and development pro
gram in world history. When the recent 
testimony before the Preparedness Sub
committee is presented to the American 
people these facts will become known. 

If we are going to spend this kind of 

money-think of it, this year alone over 
$8 'billion-then we should put out more 
we know will work, not a theoretical 
maginot line which everyone admits 
would not protect us against the one 
country that today could destroy us. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator think 
there is any sense at all in the statement 
made, that this is a protection against 
a Chinese threat when this country, 
with all its missiles and warheads, could 
wipe China off the face of the earth? 
Does the Senator think there is much 
danger of the Chinese aUacking us with 
their new missiles, as they develop them? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. None whatever, at 
least for many years. 

Mr. President, I appreciate deeply the 
superb contributions of the Senator from 
Kentucky to this debate. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not 

expect to detain the Senate for a great 
deal of time. I do have some observaitions 
that I want to make based upon my ex
perience on the Armed Services Com
mittee, not in any way testifying as an 
expert in any field, scientific or anything 
else, but just based on the hard, com
mon-sense experience I have had. I have 
seen this problem-and it is a problem
develop in most of its major steps. 

All of us appreciate-and I certainly 
do-the observations, the work, and the 
comments of the Senator from Missouri; 
but all these things get down to a matter 
of opinion. We are all influenced, to 
some degree, with respect to weapons 
systems and our leanings and inclina
tions, by what we think is most effective. 

If I may, I wish to call the Senator's 
attention to one thing about his com
plaint about too much money in the 
military bill for research. I know he is 
sincere about that. It is about $8 billion. 

Two years ago, when I was acting 
chairman of the authorization hearings 
for the Senator from Georgia, according 
to my best recollection, the amount at 
that time for research and development 
in the same general field was about $7 
billion across the board. As acting chair
man of that committee, I propased a re
duction in that amount. My best recol
lection is that it was 5 percent. The 
Senator from Missouri, in his wisdom 
and earnestness, very strenuously op
posed that suggestion, and he rallied the 
forces around the table. When we took 
the vote, the majority voted against my 
proposal, in favor of the full amount. He 
was just as honest and sincere then as 
he is now. 

So it is just a matter of opinion. The 
research programs are almost the same 
as they have been from year to year, 
except that the weapons vary. So the 
figures for research and development are 
matters that no one can define exactly. 
Certainly, it illustrates that here is an 
honest, sincere man who differs on those 
figures. 

I know of another illustration. We re
jected Mr. McNamara's testimony in 
earlier years and put extra money in the 
authorization bill for the B-70. The Ap
propriations Committee appropriated 
the money. This was done 2 years in 
succession. If I remember, the Senator 
from Missouri did not oppase the 
addition. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yieJd? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield. That is my best 

recollection. The same thing for the 
B-52. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. First, with respect 
to the B-70, many of the problems we 
have today are not problems we had at 
the time of the B-70. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me say to my 

friend from Mississippi that he has no 
greater admirer in this body. But first, 
what I believe in the past, as compared 
to what I believe today, are two different 
matters. 

For the record, I was for more research 
and development when I thought we 
were really getting something for it. I 
am against the scope of it now, much of 
my current thinking the result of the 
fine committee hearings held by the Sen
ator from Mississippi. Incidentally, there 
was no greater opponent of the B-70 
than I before it was dropped, after the 
Air Force voluntarily changed it into the 
RS-70. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. If 
he was not included in either one of 
those, on the question of continuing the 
B-52 and also pushing forward with the 
B-70--

Mr. SYMINGTON. The B-52 was all 
we had to build. There was nothing left. 
I thought we should have more of the 
one bomber we had left in production. 

Mr. STENNIS. I was in favor of the 
extra money for the B-52 and for the 
B-70. 

However, these are matters of opinion, 
and they vary from year to year, and 
the facts vary from year to year. 

As I said the other day in this Cham
ber, I had opposed the building of an 

. antiballistic missile either against the 
Soviet threat or the Red China threat. 
In 1963 we had a closed session here. The 
proposal to start deploying an ABM sys
tem came from the Senator from South 
Carolina. I opposed this because it was 
clear to me, as the facts were then, that 
we had not reached the point of de
ployment. 

The Senator and I sat together hearing 
testimony from Mr. McNamara. I chal
lenged Mr. McNamara on many things, 
but I was very impressed by his testi
mony on this very point as to whether or 
not we had reached the stage for deploy
ing the anti-ballistic-missile system. He 
had opposed it-and I thought correctly 
so-until last fall, when he made his first 
public announcement that he thought 
the time had come to move away from 
just the field of research and to get into 
the field of deployment to a degree. In 
other words, he pushed a way from the 
shoreline and got into the waves some
what. 

Now we come to this year's hearings. 
I checked to see if there was anything 
in Mr. McNamara's testimony on the au
thorization bill beginning in January of 
this year. When he was testifying, I hap
pened to be acting chairman. Everything 
he said then, on cross-examination and 
otherwise, supported this authorization. 
I think he was just as honest then as he 
was earlier when he was testifying 
against it. 

I do not believe anybody has lived any 
closer to the matter of the missile gys
tem-which I did not favor until last 
year some time-or that anybody has 
done any more work, any layman, at 
least, than Mr. McNamara. 

I will state another impressive thing 
about this matter which is not to be 
ignored. Here comes Mr. Clifford, with 
his fine legal and practical mind. For 
my humble part, I have been very im
pressed with the way he grasps things 
and gets his hand on a problem. He is 
not one to claim to know a great deal to 
start with, but one who wants to learn. 
He has been Secretary of Defense only 
three and a half months. We have a 
statement from him in the form of a let
ter to the chairman of the committee, 
stating, on his responsibility, what he 
thinks about it. It is not a disclosure of 
any secret. I can say that he said, in my 
presence, "At first I did not know much 
about it. I was not too impressed with 
it. But when you get into this thing and 
see its relative position and importance, 
the strength of its need starts growing." 
That is what he concluded. 

I do not think there is any doubt that, 
if he had not concluded that way, he 
would not have supported that item in 
the budget. I say that with confidence, 
because I know of some things he has 
done on some other items in the budget 
when he was not convinced, and he 
frankly and openly said so. At least, he 
said it openly to us. I do not know 
whether there have been any public 
statements on the matter. 

So those things should be emphasized. 
Nobody knows the answer to this prob
lem. If we are going to wait here to get 
an antimissile system until there is a 
perfect one, we will be left out of the 
race far, far behind . 

A major part of all of this has to be 
taken on faith and on hope. I came here 
in 1947. In 1948 or 1949, one of the most 
knowledgeable men in Washington, with 
vast experience gained in World War II, 
said it would be 15 or 20 years before the 
Russians had perfected a nuclear 
weapon. 

Instead of its being 15 or 20 years, it 
was just 15 or 20 days thereafter that 
they made their first explosion. That did 
not reflect upon the man's integrity, his 
honor, nor his capability. n just serves 
to show how badly we can be mistaken. 

Earlier I did not pay much attention 
to the Chinese nuclear potential. I sim
ply did not believe they had the capacity. 
But lo and behold, I have forgotten 
exactly how long ago it was, but a rela
tively short time later they came forth 
with a nuclear weapon, and now the 
undisputed testimony, as I understand 
it-and I do not suppose this is classi
fied-is that they have a weapon now 
with a delivery system effective within 
a radius of a thousand miles. 

Look at the map of Asia, and you can 
see. Talk about blackmailing or intimi
dating other nations, just look at the lit
tle nations that come within a thou
sand miles of the border of Red China. 

So Senators can see how fast they are 
going, and how far they have already 
gone. I am convinced that whatever we 
can do-and I do not know what is best; 

I leave thait to the witnesses, the scien
tists, the military men, the secretaries-
but I am fully convinced that whatever 
we can do, we had better go on and do 
it. 

It will cost money, as these other sys
tems cost, of course. If we find out later 
we do not have to have it, then we can 
effect any savings we can. But let us not 
take the chance now. Questions of sur
vival are involved. No one has the full 
answer. This is an uncertain and un
known science. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, is the Senator aware of the fact 
that one of the top men in the develop
ment of missiles for the Chinese Red 
regime is an extremely competent and 
able man who was once one of our top 
scientists? This man defected, lived and 
worked in California, and left this coun
try for China, taking with him all of his 
vast knowledge. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This man's 

knowledge included ivirtually all the top 
secret information known by this Gov
.ernment at the time, including all the 
books he could haul away on a ship over 
there to China, to start their missile 
program. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Most of what 

we knew was made available to Red 
China at that time, in addition to what
ever they could learn from the Russians. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
I found out a lot of those things after 
really getting into the subject. 

It seems to me as though it would be 
a foolish thing for the Chinese to attack 
us with this weapon. If we do not move, 
and give them 5 more free years, what 
would be their idea about attacking us? 
Not our idea, but what would be their 
idea about attacking us, knowing we had 
no system deployed? 

We may have one deployed that will 
not work, but they will not know it will 
not work. But if they know we do not 
have any, and meanwhile they . have 
made tremendous advances-I do not 
want to cause the State Department any 
trouble, but I believe the Communist 
Chinese have reckless, determined lead
ers, far more so than the Soviet Union's 
leaders are. Far more so. Anything that 
we can do, at this staite· of the art, I be
lieve we must risk the money and do it. 
I am not indifferent to what it will cost. 

I do not claim any credit for this. With 
the help of other members of the sub
committee--the Senator from Louisiana 
was the first chairman of Subcommittee 
on Military Construction and I was a 
member of it, and later became chair
man when he went to another commit
tee-we handled all the construction 
authorization for the Nike Ajax and the 
Nike Hercules, some of which latter sys
tem is still in use. I have in my possession 
a little memorandum from Mr. McNa
mara, referring to one of our actions be
fore he came to the Defense Department, 
in which he said, "The committee saved 
this country $2 billion by challenging the 
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construotion of additional antiaircraft 
missile installations." 

The Senator from Missouri was a 
member of the committee and helped out 
in that effort, though I do not know 
whether he especially remembers that. 
But that was something that happened 
before Mr. McNamara got here, and 
something he approved of, and brought 
it up one day himself, and I asked him 
1f he could make a calculation about it. 

So we are not just indifferent to 
money, and we are not indifferent in this 
matter, those of us who think that we 
ought to move forward. 

This is one time I advise every Sena
tor to resolve his doubt, if any he has, in 
favor of the proposal to go on with the 
deployment. 

If a Senator feels certain that there is 
no threat and no danger, and we need 
not move out in this deployment, he 
ought to vote in favor of taking it out of 
the bill and keeping it out as long as he 
can. But I am talking now to those Sen
ators who have not been through these 
hearings for years. This is not something 
you learn by reading one book, or look
ing at a single report. I think you have 
to spend years with a matter of this kind 
to get the feel of it, and then you may 
be mistaken. I do not say I am right. I 
say I believe I am right, and whatever 
doubt I have, I believe, must be decided 
in favor of action rather than inaction. 

I believe the new Secretary of De
fense, Mr. Clifford, had that very thing 
in mind, that we have got to start a sys
tem. We have got to move out from the 
borderline, here, of just research, over 
and over, and we have got to get into 
the deployment field. 

Senators may ask, "Why did you not 
go against Russia?" We have developed 
a system that we think it highly prob
able would be effective against the lesl!I 
sophisticated or the unsophisticated 
system that Red China has, as I under
stand, or will have 5 years from now. I 
do not wish to make too much of an 
admission against our side, but I do not 
know of any evidence that we are yet to 
the point where we have a system of 
missile defense that is probably sophis
ticated enough to cope with the Rus
sians' advanced system of missiles. We 
have to assume, and we almost know, 
that they are just about up to us with 
their type of missiles; but if they are not 
up, we have to assume that they will be, 
and a part of this picture, at least, is 
that this is a system that may not be 
sophisticated enough to match the Rus
sians' effort. But I am satisfied of this: 
that through the trial and error of de
ploying this system, we will learn plenty. 
We will learn a great deal about a sys
tem designed to provide more complete 
protection against the Russians' more 
sophisticated missiles. 

If I am wrong in that, I have been told 
something that was not true. I have been 
skeptical about this matter all the time. 
However, I never am willing to decide a 
doubt against the American people or 
against our security. I have always said 
that what doubts I have, I will decide in 
favor of the program. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As the Sena

tor well knows, I am troubled about this 
matter. We cannot soive all these prob
lem~ on the drafting board or in the 
laboratory. 

We must find out more about this prob
lem. When we start with the missiles, I 
should think that as we build them, we 
will be testing them to see whether we 
can hit anything with them. It may be 
that when we first start with them, we 
may not be able to intercept a target. 
But at least the people in the field, the 
officers who are working with the guid
ance system and with the weapons, will 
be reporting as to whether they can hit 
anything with the weapons. And the 
weapons will be modified. 

We have had experience in our part 
of the country, and I am sure that the 
Senator knows of numerous cases, where 
we are modifying existing weapons and 
existing aircraft to make them more 
effective and, and to make them faster 
and better weapons. Changes are being 
made that wnr enable them to do things 
that we had not planned on their doing. 

I would assume that we will continue 
to work with these weapons to find out 
whether we can improve them. 

Many times people working in the field 
will be able to come forward with some 
very good suggestions as to the ways in 
which these weapons can be improved. 
These will be answers that we cannot 
obtain from looking at a drafting board. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
Senator is so correct. That is the way 
progress is made and has been made
after a certain point has been reached. 
I believe that we are up to that point 
now. 

I cannot say with certainty that we 
ought not to proceed. All of the wit
nesses that testified under their respon
sibility, after having made investiga
tions-the scientists, Dr. Foster, both 
the immediate past and the present 
Secretary of Defense, and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff-testified about the need 
and the possibilities. They all say that 
the time has come for us to move. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, one thing that does appeal to me 
about the Senator's argument is that 
since the Soviet Union is in the field now, 
working diligently to perfect an antibal
listic missile, and since they are doing it 
in the field and testing it day by day to 
see whether they can improve upon it, 
if we wait and let those people get so 
proficient that they can defend them
selves against our missiles, we will be at 
their mercy. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
There will not be any more negotiations 
then. We will be at their mercy. 

I am impressed with our great striking 
power and destruction capabilities. We 
have done this on a large volume basis. 
There is no doubt about it with respect 
to the Minuteman and the Polaris. 

Neither is there any doubt about our 
destruction capabilities. I do not think 
there is any doubt-provided our missiles 
work. I do not know anyone that guar
antees that they will work-the launch
ing system or the other parts. I hope that 
they will. 

We have done a lot of experimentation. 
NASA has done a lot of experimentation. 
Sometimes the missiles do not go up. No
body can gu~rantee any certain and com
plete protection in this missile fieldr--of-
f ensive or defensive. 

I do not believe that they ever will 
guarantee it. I do not believe that we will 
ever have a system that will be a com
plete anti-missne·-missile system. I do not 
believe that we could make it complete. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief observation 
without losing his right to the floor? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. I think in our effort to 

try to decide on the offensive missile role 
and the antiballistic missile role, we get 
involved in a lot of detail that is not 
relevant to the central issue. 

What are we trying to do? 
It seems to me that we are trying to 

prevent on this planet a thermonuclear 
catastrophe. This raises the obvious 
point: What is a deterrent? We keep 
talking around this issue. It seems to me 
that a deterrent is a combination of 
forces in being, plus a state of mind 
about those forces, plus will. 

Having said that, it seems to me to be 
so important that we understand the 
very important role of the adversary's 
state of mind. If the Soviet Union obtains 
parity or superiority in ICBM's-and 
they are moving fast-and if they de
velop an ABM system that they think 
will be effective after they have struck 
the first blow against the United States 
and believe they can absorb an accept
able number of missiles from the United 
States in retaliation, then we have a 
very unstable situation in our world. It 
will present a situation that can be a 
threat to the very survival of life on this 
planet. 

The key factor here is what the ad-. 
versary believes. If the Soviets believe 
that their ABM system will work and 
we do not have one, and if our allies be
lieve that Soviet ABM systems will work 
and we do not have one-our forces 
would no longer be a reliable deterrent. 
I go a step further, and this is impor
tant-if the United States should get in 
a hot diplomatic situation and an Amer
ican President were confronted with a 
situation in which our adversaries have 
parity in offensive weapons and have an 
ABM system and we do not, the Presi
dent mi~ht not make the move that he 
should make in the national security in
terest of the United States. 

This is what I think we are talking 
about when we talk about a deterrent. 
This is why it is so important that we 
not become confused over a lot of de
tails about hardware and what a given 
system will not do on a wartime basis. 

A thermonuclear war could well come, 
among other things, from a belief on the 
part of our adversaries that their ABM 
system works and that we do not have 
one. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator has stated it well. He has stated it 
far better than I could have done. That 
was the third paint I wanted to make 
here. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am sorry. 
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Mr. STENNIS. No. The Senator de

scribed the situation better than I could 
have done. 

Even though we have an effective sys
tem, so far as being an offensive system, 
if they have a defensive system and 
know that they have one and know that 
we do not have one, a war could be 
started within a few minutes. 
· I am Scotch, and I am rather stingy. 
As much as I dislike to spend billions 
of dollars, I was driven to the belief that 
we had better start. We have researched 
enough on this matter. I say further that 
I believe it can be summed up in this 
way: There is in this bill now a start on 
the best and most advanced antimissile 
system we have, one that will be etiec
tive against the threat that it is pri
marily directed to. That is the best one 
we have. It is not considered, as I under
stand it, sufficient as against a Soviet 
threat. · 

It might be against the Chinese one. 
It may be a step in the right direction. I 
do not say that it is block on block, or 
anything like that, and I do not under
stand it that way. But it is a launching 
into the sea of deployment, and every 
other time we have usually had good re
sults-:--perhaps not every time. 

As the Senator from Missouri so wisely 
said, some of these systems did not suc
ceed-in airplanes, in submarines, and 
in the field of weapons. The research 
is lost so far as producing an etiective 
weaP<>n is concerned, but it is not alto
gether lost so far as knowledge is con
cerned. 

With regard to the matter of Mr. Mc
Namara's testimony and the question 
about the systems, I refer to page 143 
of the hearings before the Committee on 
Armed Services, second session, on S. 
3293, the authorization bill which has 
been passed: This is a question by Sen
ator SMITH to Mr. McNamara, as con
tained in the cleared copy: 

Senator SMITH. Some critics of the Sentinel 
ABM system have commented that against 
the Soviet Union we are relying on our 
devasta·ting retaliatory power to deter an at
tack on us, but that we are unwilling to rely 
on the same deterrent against a country 
with much less nuclear offensive power than 
the Soviet Union, Communist China. Would 
you give us your response to this comment 
or give us a statement on it? 

Secretary McNAMARA. Yes. Let me comment 
very quickly now and then, if necessary, ex
pand it for the record. 

Why can we deter the Soviets and be con
fident of it, and not deter the Red Chinese 
who have a lesser force than the Soviets? 
The answer is that the Soviets, in effect, have 
an invulnerable, or substantially invulner
able, force; whereas the Chinese in the mid-
1970's will have a vulnerable forc.e. The re
a<:tion of a party with a small vulnerable 
force during a period of tension and crisis is 
likely to be quite .different than the reaction· 
of a party with a strong invulnerable force 
[deleted]. 

At this point there is a deletion. I do 
not know what it is, but the official rec
ord is available: 

This is what we would fear of the Chi
nese, that in a period of tension-and we 
have had some recently, and we are likely 
to have more in the years ahead-they, see- . 
Ing this huge U.S. force facing them and 
recognizing that they have but a small high
ly vulnerable force subject to complete de
struction if we were to use but a small part 

of ours, might be tempted to launch a pre
emptive strike. 

The Soviets wouldn't face that tempta
tion; because they know that their force 
is large and invulnerable enough, and there · 
would be no need for them to launch a pre
emptive strike under those circumstances, 
knowing that were they to do so, they would 
be committing suicide in the process. 

That is Mr. McNamara's reasoning, 
that is his idea, that is his logic on it. 
As I have said, it is worth something, 
because he lived so long with this prob
lem and had the courage to object to it, 
until he had belief that we had made 
the progress necessary to launch out be
yond the field merely of research and 
get into the field of deployment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senaoor yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

am glad that the Senator has brought 
up the testimony of former Secretary 
McNamara, oo which I referred in my 
talk, that very passage. 

Mr. STENNIS. I did not know that 
the Senator had quoted that passage. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The fact thait I 
could not agree with his syllogistic de
velopment of the lack of rationality of 
the Chinese and the rationality of the 
Soviet Union, was one of the major fac
tors in getting me interested in pursu
ing this whole situaition. 

I thank the Senaoor for yielding. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senaoor. 

I was not present when the Senaoor 
from Missouri read that testimony. I 
would have been content with simply 
commenting on it, rather than reading 
it. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I re
ferred to it. It is wirth regret that I do 
not see eye oo eye this afternoon with 
my beloved friend from Mississippi. Per
haps in all the years I have served in 
the Senate with him on rommittees, this 
is the first time we have had a major 
ditierence on such a matter. I fully 
respect his opinion, and honor him as a 
patriot ancil a great Senator. But I 
know he would want me to express my 
convictions, just as I would want him 1io 
. express his own. 

Mr. STENNIS. I certainly do. I thank 
the Senator for his remarks .. 

I hasten oo add that the Senator not 
only has the privilege of expressing his 
convictions, but also the duty to do so. 

I am glad that the Senator has ex
pressed his convictions about the matter. 
There is always strength in what he says, 
and I have not ignored his thinking on 
this matter over the years. But I am fully 
convinced now that we should move for
ward on this matter, for the reasons I 
have already given. 

Incidentally, some error has crept into 
the debate about a previous vote on 
this subject. The authorization was chal
lenged-in the authorization bili-and 
the amendment offered was oo strike out 
the authorization for the money-not for 
this construction money but for the pro
curement part of the authorization. The 
amendment to strike it out was rejected 
by a vote of 41 to 17. It was said the 
other day that there was just a three-
vote margin. I did not have the :figures 
with me at that time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON, On the Cooper 
amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am coming to the 
otP.er amendment. 

The amendment to strike it out was 
rejected by a vote of 41 to 17. 

There was another amendment, and it 
was otiered by the Senator from Ken
tucky. It provided that the funds should 
not be spent until there was a certifica
tion by the Secretary of Defense that the 
system was practical and tha\i the cost 
was reasonable. I was here then. I argued 
against the amendment, solely on the 
ground that it would not be in the 
budget unless the Secretary of Defense 
thought it was practical, And no one 
could say what the cost was going to be, 
so almost any figure would have oo be 
considered reasonable. I really did not 
oppose that amendment very strongly 
because, with all deference, I did not 
believe it went oo the heart of the au
thorization. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky, who made a very vigorous argu
ment with respect to the amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. I believe there is a dif
ference in the amendment we have of
fered to this bill and the amendment 
which, as I recall, was offered by the Sen
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON]. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON]. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from Wis
consin otiered an amendment to strike 
out all the funds in that bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER. The amendment we 

off er would not strike out all the funds. 
It would not strike out the research and 
development funds. 

I voted against the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin, as I recall, and 
I believe many Senators voted against 
it because they were not willing to dis
continue research. I believe that was the 
ditierence. 

So I must disagree with the Senator 
from Mississippi that that was the im
portant vote. The amendment offered at 
that time was not drawn as aptly as it 
might have been, but its real purpose 
was to insure that there would be no 
deployment of the ABM during this year. 

It did lose by only three or four votes. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think it lost by three 
votes. 

Mr. COOPER. Three votes. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 

for his explanation. 
I considered the proposal to strike 

it out as the main amendment. That is 
the proposal I centered on. I consider 
this amendment as the major amend
ment now which would strike out the de
ployment of this anti-ballistic-missile 
system, and that is what my argument is 
directed against-the stopping of the de
ployment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask the 

Senator to please pardon my ignorance 
in this field. 
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- Mr. STENNIS. I .know the Senator is 
not ignorant in this field. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I under
stand it, what we are debating here is an 
item that has to do with constructing 
sites on which these missiles would be 
placed. 

Mr. STENNIS. 7es. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we are to 

assume that perhaps the missiles would 
leave much to be desired when initially 
deployed, compared to what they will be 
if we are able to develop the very 
sophisticated weapons we hope to have, 
would we not still need these launching 
sites in any event? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is a good point. 
However, I cannot be certain we could 
use the same launching sites. 

All of the witnesses testified to this 
effect. Unless we get into building the 
launching sites now and have them ready 
by a certain time, if we take the money 
out now, this would delay the matter for 
not only 1 year but for 2 years be
cause they will have to stop other things 
and be confined to research in a more 
limited way than they wpuld want to. It 
is somewhat like the moon being in a 
state of eclipse. One has to wait for it 
to come around again. tn this case the 
delay would be 2 years instead of 1 year. 

I think there will be a difference when 
we perfect a system or get one that is 
workable against the Soviets. There 
would be many differences and it might 
require different construction. The loca
tion might be the same. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Are we not 
really going to have to build this .power 
equipment and install what we have and 
work with it and see how it works? 

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So we can get 

on with perfecting it. 
Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When one 

really gets down to it, the very fine so
phisticated weapons we have today-and 
I am thinking of the weapons we use in 
the field of battle now such as our ships, 
service weapons, and various wea:Pons 
systems-did not just get there all at one 
time. we built something and then we 
built something better, and then we built 
something even better, until eventually 
we have something that is extremely 
good. 

In the last analysis, are we not going 
to have to follow that pattern in this 
instance? we could not hope to start out 
with something we will eventually have 
10 years from now. · 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. They cannot keep on re
searching and researching until they 
come up with a complete product. We 
have pure research. That is the begin
ning; the development, which is what the 
senator and I would call partly research 
and development; and then they go into 
deployment, as the military uses the 
term. That is when they go in and build 
the sites for the weapons. 

This is money for the sites and imple
mentation of the sites. The argument 
against it is that we are not that far 
along and that we should wait. The re
sponse is that if the money is taken out 
for 1 year, in effect the program ls de
layed for 2 years. 

- Mr. President, I shall not retain the 
floor for more than a few more minutes 
because I know that other Senators wish 
to speak. However, I want to make crystal 
clear that any Senator not only has a 
right but a duty to come here and say 
what he thinks he should say, whether 
he is a member of the committee or not. 

I wish to say one further word about 
the best defense being a strong offense. 
I am a mighty strong adherent to that 
philosophy but there comes a time when 
that is not enough and we must go be
yond that. I think we are at that stage 
now in this antiballistic missile question. 
We cannot afford to wait longer. We have 
two potential threats against us. 

We cannot afford longer to depend en
tirely on offense. I have taken that posi
tion particularly in this field until now. 
I do not believe there is any such thing, 
as I said, as a complete defense. I wish I 
did, but I think we cannot neglect any 
angle with respect to our defense. I think 
the stronger we are the better we will be 
at the conference table. I think that is 
the psychology of the matter. I think 
that is also the Soviet PSYChology. I 
remember a quotation by Stalin. I never 
did like it or use it. At some conference 
when there was reference to the influence 
of the pope he asked, "How many divi
sions does the pope have?" 

I do not think that can be eradicated 
from the mind. We have to negotiate at 
this time from a position of strength. I 
think they understand that and would 
not be aroused any more by the construc
tion of this system than they would be 
by our offensive system. 

'Mr. President, there were pertinent 
matters involved in the hearings held this 
year on the authorization bill, S. 3293. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD an excerpt 
from the hearings on S. 3293, beginning 
on page 120, with the paragraph entitled 
"Capabilities of the Proposed Forces for 
Damage Limitation" when secretary Mc
Namara was testifying, through page 122. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"D. CAPABILITIES OF 'l'HE PROPOSED FORCES FOR 

DAMAGE LIMITATION 

"There a.re two major issues this year in 
the Damage Limitation portion of the Stra
tegic Forces Program. The first concerns the 
deployment o! an anti-ballistic missile de
fense and, t.he second, the future size and. 
composition of the anti-bomber defense 
forces. 

"1. Anti-ballistic missile defense 
Last year I presented to you in considera

ble detail our analysis of the anti-ballistic 
missile defense issue. I described the three 
major purposes for which we might want to 
deploy an ABM system, the kinds of radars 
and missiles which would be involved, the 
technical uncertainties whlch still remained 
to be resolved, and the costs and benefits of 
some of the alternative deployments. With 
reg.a.rd to the three purposes, I concluded 
th.at: 

" ( 1) The deployment o! an ABM defense 
for Minuteman might offer a partial substi
tute for the further expansion of our offen
sive forces in the event the Greater-Than

.~ected Sovie.t threat began to emerge. 
"(2) The deployment of an austere ABM 

defense against a Red Chinese ICBM threat 
might offer a high degree of protection to the 
entire Nation, at least through the 19708. 

"(3) The development of a.n ABM defense 
for the protection of our ct.ties against the 
kind of heavy, sophisticated missUe attack 
the Soviets could launch in the 1970s would 
almost surely cause them to react by in
creasing the capabilities o! their offensive 
forces, thus leaving us in essentially the same 
post ti on we wer~ before. 

"Further study of this issue during the 
last year has served to confirm these con
clusions. Since I have already touched on the . 
first purpose in connection with the analysis 
of our "Assured Destruction" capabilities 
against the Greater-Than-Expected Soviet 
threat, I will limit my discussion at this point 
to the other two purposes. 

"a. Defense against the Red Chinese nuclear 
threat.-As I noted earlier, there is mount
ing evidence that the Red Chinese are devot
ing very substantial resources to the de
velopment of both nuclear warheads and mis
sile delivery systems. Within a period of 39 
months, they detonated seven nuclear de
vices. The first, in October 1964, was an all 
U-235 fission test with a low yield; the sec
ond, in May 1965, was a similar test with a 
low-intermediate yield. In May 1966 they 
detonated their first device involving 
thermonuclear material. Then, in October 
1966, they tested their first missile-delivered 
device with a low yield fission warhead, thus 
demonstrating sufficient engineering skill to 
conduct a missile-warhead systems test. In 
December 1966, they detonated their second 
device involving thermonuclear material. In 
June 1967, they donated a device with a 
yield of a few megatons dropped from an air
plane. Finally, last December, they detonated 
another device, but this test was apparently 
a partial failure. 

"These seven nuclear tests, taken together 
with their continuing work on surface-to
surface missiles, lead us to believe that they 
are moving ahead with the development of an 
ICBM. Indeed, if their programs proceed at 
the present pace, they could have a modest 
force of ICBM's by the mid-l970's. 

''In the light of this progress in nuclear 
weapons and missile delivery systems, it 
seemed both prudent and feasible to us last 
September to initiate the deployment of a.n 
austere Chinese-oriented ABM defense. We 
knew, from our continuing study of this sys
tem that it could be deployed a.t a.n invest
ment cost of about $5 billion, and could be 
highly effective against the kind of threat a 
Chinese force might pose in the 1970s. 

"As presently defined, the Sentin~l ABM 
system (i.e., the system specifically designed 
against the Chinese threat) would consist of 
Perimeter Acquisition Radars (PARs), Missile 
Site Radars (MSRs), long range Spartan area. 
defense missiles and, later, some Sprint local 
defense missiles for certain special purposes. 
The effectiveness of this deployment in reduc
ing U.S. fatalities from a Red Chinese attack 
in the 1970s is shown in the table on the 
following page. 

"U.S. FATALITIES FROM A CHINESE lST STRIKE, 1970's 

u_s_ fatalities (in millions)-

Number of Chinese 
ICBM's 

X 2.5X 7.5X 

Without SentineL_ __ __ __ __ __ _ . 7 11 15 
With Sentine'----------------- (1) (') l" 

1 Fewer than 1,000,000 U.S. dead with some probability of no 
deaths. 

"It is apparent from the foregoing table 
that the Sentinel system, facing a relative
ly "primitive attack, could probably hold U.S. 
fatalities below one million. Obviously, if 
and when the Chinese ICBM force grows, 
quantitatively and qualitatively, beyond the 
levels shown in the foregoing table, additions 
and improvements would probably have to 
be made ln the Sentinel system. We believe, 
however, that for relatively modest ad.di-
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tlonal outlays the system could be improved 
so as to limit the Chinese damage potential 
to low levels into the mid-19808. The Sentinel 
system would also have a number of other 
advantages. It would provide an additional 
indication to the people of Asia that we 
intend to support them against nuclear 
blackmail from China, and thus help to 
convince the non-nuclear countries that 
acquisition of their own nuclear weapons is 
not required for their security. Furthermore, 
this initial deployment. would serve as a 
foundation to which we could add a defense 
for our Minuteman force if that later be
comes desirable. Finally, it could protect our 
population against the improbable, but pos
sible, accidental launch of a few ICBMs by 
any one of the nuclear powers.'' 

Secretary McNAMARA. I am going to skip 
over this rather hastily because I want to 
tell you that although the Joint Chiefs- I 
think I am stating this properly, But-have 
not basically changed their recommendation 
1n support of such a system, they do not 
recommend any difference in our 1960 pro
gram from what is proposed. 

General WHEELER. That is correct, Mr. 
Chairman. The funds that a.re in the 1969 
program are ample to proceed with the 
Nike-X system which the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff ultimately would like to see deployed 
in the United States. 

Secretary McNAMARA. Therefore I am not 
going to go into as extensive a discussion as 
perhaps would otherwise be desirable. 

"b. Deployment of Nike-X for defense of 
our cities against Soviet attack.-Nothing 
has occurred during the last year to change 
my conviction that the deployment of the 
NIKE-X system for the defense o! our cities 
against a Soviet attack would, under pres
ent circumstances, be a futile waste of our 
resources. I believe it is clear from my earlier 
discussion of the trends in the nature of the 
threat, as evaluated by our intelligence com
munity, that the Soviets are determined 
to maintain a nuclear deterrent against the 
United States. If this is true, as I believe 
it is, any attempt on our part to reduce their 
"Assured Destruction" capability below what 
they might consider necessary to deter us 
would simply cause them to respond with an 
offsetting increase in their offensive forces. 
It is precisely this process of action and reac
tion upon which the arms race feeds, at 
great cost to both sides and benefit to 
neither. This point is 1llustrated in the table 
on the following page which is based on nu
clear strike capabilities as they might be 
viewed by the potential adversaries." 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, from 
the same hearings I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point an excerpt beginning on page 
115. The excerpt was material inserted 
ln the record by Secretary McNamara 
as a witness during the hearings. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

It is important to distinguish between an 
ABM system designed to protect against a 
Soviet attack on our cities and an ABM sys
tem designed for other purposes. One such 
purpose would be to provide greater protec
tion for our strategic offense forces; another 
would be to protect our cities agains·t an 
attack by Red Ohina. The first is not a 
"Damage Limiting" measure, but rather an 
action designed to strengthen our "Assured 
Destruction" capab1lity by ensuring the sur
vival of a larger proportion of our retaliatory 
forces. The second is a "Damage Limiting" 
measure, but one against a small force
because of the size and cha.rooter of the 
attacks involved, a good defense becomes 
feasible. 

As I noted last year, Red China. m.a.y 
achieve an initial ICBM operational ca.pa
bill ty in the early 1970s and a modest force 

in the mid-1970s. Depending upon the rate 
of growth thereafter, a. thin ABM deploy
ment, with some additions and improve
ments, could be highly effective through the 
mid-1980s. The ability of the thin ABM to 
limit damage to our Nation in the event our 
offensive force failed to deter an "irrational" 
a~gressor was the basis for our decision to 
deploy such a force. 

Before I discuss the analytical basis for 
these conclusions and our specific program 
proposals, I would first like to present the 
latest estimates of the strategic threat. 

Mr. STENNIS. I a.sk unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
excerpt from a statement by Dr. John S. 
Foster, regarding our ballistic missile 
defense system, included in Secretary 
Clifford's recent letter of June 18. This 
is the statement of Dr. Foster, who is the 
Director of Defense Research and En
gineering in the Department of Defense. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The Sentinel missile defense system is 
designed to (a) prevent a successful missile 
attack from China through the late 1970's 
(with the capability to continue to deny or 
at least substantially reduce damage from 
threats in later years); (b) limit damage 
from an accidental launch from any source; 
and ( c) provide the option for increased 
defense of our Minuteman force, if necessary 
in the future. 

The ability to protect ourselves from un
acceptable damage from a numerically large 
and technically advanced missile force such 
as that of the Soviet Union is not yet tech
nically feasible. However the Sentinel system 
wm complicate any attack on the United 
States. 

We will continue an intensive R&D pro
gram in an attempt to provide increasingly 
effective means to limit damage from both 
the advancing Chinese and the Soviet mis
sile threats. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I may direct a. 
question to the Senator from Wash
ington? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I think that such emi

nent scientists a.s Dr. Kistiakowsky, Dr. 
Wiesner, and Dr. York, and others, have 
expresed opposition to this deployment 
at this time. Did the committee have any 
of those witnesses before it for their 
views? 

Mr. JACKSON. Eminent scientists like 
Dr. Jerome Wiesner, who was President 
Kennedy's science adviser, and George 
Kistiakowsky have had views adverse to 
this program for a long time. Their views 
have been widely published; their argu
ments have been reprinted in the CoN
GREssrONAL RECORD, their points of view 
have been available to all of us. 

It is good to draw upan history now 
and then. I am reminded of the situation 
in 1950 or 1951, when every member pres
ent at the meeting of the Science Advis
ory Committee to the Atomic Energy 
Commission recommended not going 
ahead with the hydrogen bomb-every 
single one. They were all scientists, Nobel 
Prize winners, and so forth. 

I mention this only to show that not 
only Senators, but also scientists, Secre
taries of Defense, and distinguished men 
in uniform can all be wrong. But there 
we had a classic historical case of una
nimity. Various arguments were made. I 
spent much time with them. At that 

time, there were a few of us on the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy who op
posed them. Their argument was that 
there was absolutely no use for a hydro
gen bomb. 

The further argument was that, obvi
ously, the Soviets would not go ahead 
with it. Some of us argued over and over 
again that obviously Moscow would go 
ahead with the hydrogen bomb. 

As I mentioned on Wednesday last, we 
got our hydrogen bomb on November l, 
1952. The Soviets got their hydrogen 
bomb in July or August of 1953. I can
not recall the exact date, but it was less 
than a year. 

In the last analysis, we just have to 
use good judgment. 

At present, the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretaries of the three services, the 
chief scientific adviser in the Depart
ment of Defense, Dr. Foster, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff-all of them, including 
its chairman-support this recommenda
tion to deploy this ABM system. 

With that array, and supparted by the 
President, who am I to say, when we are 
talking about a strategic deterrent sys
tem that goes to the very life and death 
of this Nation and of millions of people 
around the world, that we should stop 
it? I do not want to accept that burden. 
Again, we have to use judgment, pru
dence, and good sense. 

I think, under all these circumstances, 
as the able and distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] has ar
gued in this Chamber, we cannot afford 
not to proceed with this system. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I wish to commend 

highly the Senator from Washington, 
who held all the hearings on the bill, for 
his capable and outstanding service. His 
knowledge of this subject is especially 
outstanding. He is a member also of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
where his work over many years has 
proved to be highly successful. We are 
all indebted to him. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Having heard 

the Senator's argument, I am somewhat 
persuaded that we should be going ahead 
with this program. 

Thinking back to our experience with 
civilian defense, when the suggestion 
was :first made that we could reduce the 
possible deaths of citizens in this country 
by about 50 percent if we had adequate 
bomb and fallout shelters, which we 
thought the Nation could afford, there 
were some who contended that the prob
lem wa.s so enormous it was unthinkable 
to try to make any plans to meet it. 

But, actually, if we had been working 
on that matter from the time it was :first 
suggested and kept at it from, let us say, 
1953 until today, for a period of some 
15 years, the chances are we would have 
had a pretty good civilian defense system 
by now, and far better than we have 
today. 

As the Senator knows from studying 
the :figures, we estimate, in the event of 
a war between the United States and the 
Soviet Union of atomic proportions, that 
relatively speaking they would kill a lot 

'I 
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more of our people than we would of 
theirs, because they are ahead of us in 
that particular area. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. He 
has brought us directly to what the 
argument is all about; namely, to save 
the lives of our people. 

Mr. President, I have one quotation 
from General Wheeler, which is in the 
Preparedness Subcommittee hearings of 
April 23, 1968, not yet printed; and I ask 
unanimous consent that his statement 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM SENATE PREPAREDNESS HEAR

INS ON STATUS OF U.S. STRATEGIC POWER
APRn. 23, 1968 
General WHEELER (continuing). And re

peat what I said earlier, Mr. Chairman, that 
is one reason why I -have supported an anti
ballistic-missile system so strongly, because 
in actual fact we cannot create sufficient of
fensive forces to protect this country against 
what I would call unacceptable damage. 
Therefore, while you can accept the old saw 
that the best defense is a good defense, 
this may have been true 50 years ago. It is 
no longer true. And the only way I see to limit 
damage to this country is to develop a good 
anti-ballistic-missile system, better than we 
have coming up, hopefully. And I am sure 
we will improve it as time goes on and we 
get experience and spend a little money on 
it. 

Senator STENNIS. Well, that is a deterrent 
in itself. 

General WHEELER. It is, sir. 
Senator STENNIS. It makes nuclear war less 

likely. 
General WHEELER. It is a part of the de

terrent. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, ·the 
pending amendment is of great impor
tance and should be thoroughly under
stood before we vote on it. It involves 
much more than the question of reducing 
defense appropriations and thereby re
leasing funds for Great Society programs. 
It involves the security and safety of this 
Nation and should be considered from 
that viewpoint. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
eliminate the $227.3 million in military 
construction funds for the Sentinel ABM 
system which the pending bill proposes 
to authorize. However, its impact would 
be much greater for, in my judgment, 
if the amendment is adopted, the Sen
tinel .system will be eff eetively killed. 
Certainly there would then be no reason 
to appropriate the $205.5 million which 
the fiscal year 1969 budget proposes for 
Sentinel procurement. 

No one in a position of responsibility 
contends that a foolproof, airtight de
fense against ICBM's is possible with to
day's technology or with any foreseeable 
technology. No one has argued this and 
it should not becloud the issue. However, 
an effective defense against a limited and 
unsophisticated missile attack is cer
tainly possible. The deployment of such 
a defense would have substantial bene
ficial effects and, in my judgment, would 
be a stabilizing rather than a destabiliz
ing factor. 

The proposed Sentinel system deploy
ment is, in part, in response to the threat 
of Red Chinese nuclear weapon and mis
sile programs. These have developed 
more rapidly than originally anticipated 

by us. The Chinese Communists already 
pose a nuclear threat to the countries 
adjacent to them, and it is now estimated 
that they could have an ICBM capable 
of hitting the continental United States 
in the early 1970's. It is clear that the 
Chinese Communists are giving overrid
ing priority to the development of nu
clear weapons for strategic attack, and 
it is very apparent that these weapons, 
when operational, will extend Chinese 
power and political influence far beyond 
the reach of their conventional forces. 

The Soviet Union is also giving the 
very highest priority to its strategic nu
clear offense and defense, and is clearly 
striving to challenge our superiority in 
this field. This is evidenced and under
scored by the dramatic increase in its 
emplacement of ICBM's during recent 
years and its continuing development 
and deployment of an anti-ballistic-mis
sile system. 

The Preparedness Investigating Sub
committee, which I chair, recently held 
extensive and exhaustive hearings on 
the balance of strategic nuclear power, 
in which both civilian and military de
fense witnesses were heard. The military 
chiefs of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, 
as well as the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, all testified. They all 
clearly recognized the requirement for 
strategic offensive and strategic defen
sive forces. They felt, as I do, that clear 
and convincing strength in these areas is 
essential to deter a general nuclear war 
and to insure the survival of the United 
States as a national entity should deter
rence fail. 

To a man, the Joint Chiefs expressed 
real concern that our currently pro
gramed force levels will entail some fu
ture risk in view of the rapidly growing 
strategic nuclear capabilities of our po
tential enemies. The concern which they 
expressed was typified by the following 
statement by Adm. Thomas H. Moorer, 
Chief of Naval Operations: 

Considering the growing Soviet threat and 
the emerging Communist Chinese threat, we 
have been taking a hard look at the ade
quacy of the U.S. strategic force mix. We 
believe that currently programmed force 
levels will place U.S. security interests world
wide at increasing risk, and that strategic 
forces need to be improved both in size and 
in composition to insure the accomplishment 
of their missions. 

In short, the Soviets are continuing to 
improve their long-range nuclear capa
bilities and their defensive nuclear capa
bilities at a rapid pace. The complemen
tary nature of these actions could result 
in increasing the level of Soviet confi
dence in their own retaliatory posture. 
In addition, Communist China's develop
ing nuclear capability now threatens 
peripheral Asia and could be a threat to 
the continental United States in the early 
1970's. These are facts which our security 
simply will not permit us to ignore. 

I am quite sure that if it can be dem
onstrated that either a thin or a full 
ABM system is necessary for the security 
of the United States, each of us would be 
anxious and eager to provide whatever 
sum of money is necessary for that pur
pose. Therefore, I think that we should 
look at what the proposed system is cal
culated to do. 

First, it is rather clear that if the anti
ballistic-missile system is pursued prop
erly and promptly, it will reduce the 
probability of a nuclear attack upon this 
country. If our defenses create doubt in 
the mind of a potential aggressor as to 
the likelihood of success, he will not risk 
the inevitable retaliation. Thus, such de
fenses contribute to our deterrence while 
contributing to our assurance that, if a 
nuclear war occurs, we and our allies will 
emerge from the holocaust in a position 
of relative advantage. 

Second, according to the testimony of 
Secretary McNamara during the fiscal 
year 1969 military procurement hearing 
and of the witnesses who appeared before 
the Preparedness Subcommittee during 
our recent hearing, the Sentinel system 
will have considerable effectiveness in re
ducing U.S. fatalities from a Red Chinese 
attack during the 1970's. This testimony 
established that against the relatively 
primitive Red Chinese threat during the 
1970's, the Sentinel system would hold 
U.S. fatalities below 1 million, thus sav
ing from 7 to 15 million American lives. 
Who will argue that this is not worth the 
cost? If the Chinese ICBM force should 
increase in numbers and improve quali
tatively beyond the levels projected for 
the 1970's, additions and improvements 
could and should be made in the Sentinel 
system to continue its effectiveness 
against this threat. 

In addition, the Sentinel system would 
have some effectiveness against a Soviet 
ICBM attack. The estimates are that 
against a Soviet ICBM attack, without 
MIRV's and penetration aids, the Sen
tinel system would reduce American fa
talities by 20 to 30 million. Surely, this is 
worthwhile. 

It is argued that the Red Chinese have 
not yet deployed an ICBM. The answer 
is that the intelligence indications are 
that, despite the background of disorders 
and disruptions occasioned by the so
called cultural revolution, the Chinese 
Communists have continued to make 
progress in the strategic nuclear area, 
and that they will continue moving to
ward a nuclear missile strike capability. 
As a matter of fact, the estimate is that 
the Communist Chinese will achieve an 
ICBM capability just about the same 
time that the Sentinel system would be
come operational if the go-ahead is given 
for fiscal year 1969. Thus, any delay in 
the deployment of Sentinel presents ob
vious risks and dangers. 

It has also been widely argued that our 
deployment of an ABM system of any 
kind will generate a new arms race and 
that our purpase should be to reach an 
accommodation with the Soviets which 
would slow down rather than increase 
the arms race. Conceding that this is a 
desirable goal, the basic fact is that we 
cannot bring about or negotiate inter
national agreements of this kind on the 
floor of the Senate. Such agreements 
have to be negotiated and reached 
through the process of diplomacy and 
then presented to us for ratification or 
rejection. If this course is to be embarked 
upon, it would certainly be far better for 
our negotiators to deal from strength 
than of weakness and, in my judgment, 
the approval of Sentinel would add force 
to our bargaining position. 
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I hope that we will not take a risky 

and unwarranted gamble with our ·na
tional security out of a desire to provide 
more funds for domestic social programs. 
Sentinel is no hastily considered or ill
conceived concept. It has been exhaus
tively studied over the years by civilian 
and military analysts. It was supported 
by former Secretary of Defense McNa
mara, who is well known for his cost con
sciousness, and approved by the Presi
dent. It is supported by Mr. Clifford, the 
present Secretary of Defense. It is sup
ported unanimously by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. It is supported by your Commit
tee on Armed Services. Under all of the 
circumstances, I believe that we will 
make a serious, and perhaps tragic, mis
take if we adopt this amendment. 

·Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, to sum 

up the situation as I see it, we must face 
the facts as they exist today and not 
what they might have been a year or 18 
months ago. The Senator from Missis
sippi has gone into this matter in some 
detail. 

There is today, unanimity of opinion 
among those charged with the chief re
sponsibility of providing for the defense 
of this country that we should proceed 
now with the deployment of our Sentinel 
ABM system. I refer to the President 
of the United States, the Secretary of 
Defense, the Secretaries of the military 
departments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the Director of Defense Research 
and Engineering. On Wednesday of this 

. week, I read into the RECORD a letter 
Chairman RussELL, of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, had received from Sec
retary Clifford which sets forth his 
strong views on the subject. Again, 
yesterday, Secretary Clifford strongly ex
pressed himself at a press conference. I 
will submit pertinent excerpts of this 
conference for the RECORD, but I should 
like to quote a portion of the official tran
script to reiterate Secretary Clifford's 
position: 

Secretary CLIFFORD. I believe it is important 
that we proceed With the deployment of our 
ABM system. I have a number of reasons in 
my mind why we should so deploy them. 

I think it would be inadvisable and Un
fortunate if the Congress made any cut at 
this time. 

The reasons, to me, are compelling. One, 
as you know, it constitutes and will consti
tute a defense against the Chinese· system. 

I attach significant importance to this, be
cause in the years that lie ahead, I believe 
we should have a defense against the Chinese 
system other than just a massive retaliatory 
attack. 

I believe that we are in a stronger posture 
if we have this kind of defense so that we 
can't be blackmailed or forced into a certain 
position for fear of the type of aJttack that 
China could launch. 

In the second place, I think it's important, 
also, that the establishment of this present 
system, which I urge, will be very useful in 
the protection of our offensive system. Al
though, of course, as you know, it will not 
prevent a massive attack from a nation that 
launches one. It can prove to be of im
portance in · protecting our retaliation. 

In the third place, it is possible--we would 
hope not · probably-that some time there 
could be an accidental launching of an 
ICBM. . 

. Under the present system, we could pre
vent any damage occurring from such an ac-
cidental raunching. 

Too, it seems to me that not sumcient at
tention has been given to the fact that an
other nation could possibly over the next 
few years acquire some nuclear capability, 
even though minor in nature. 

· I believe this type of defensive system 
would prove to be very valuable to us under 
those circumstances. 

In addition to those arguments, it's also 
my view that if the Soviets are developing 
an ABM system, and we know they are de
veloping it, and we know that they are de
ploying it, I believe we are in a better pos
ture to reach agreement with them on an 
ultimate step toward disarming if we also 
go about the deployment of a system. 

I think our negotiations over the past dec
ades would indicate that this is the better 
position for us to be in if we hope to achieve 
some type of resolution of this problem with 
the Soviets. 

The last point I wish to make in this regard 
is that I believe also that the time has come 
to move on our Sentinel ABM system, get tt 
off the drawing boards, and get it into the 
actual development of the system. 

I believe in this manner we will make 
greater progress. I think we've learned in the 
past that the learning curve that we have 
goes up substantially when we actually get 
into the deployment of such a system. 

Now, I've given those reasons to you, I 
feel them, I feel thelil. strongly. I know the 
debate is on in the Congress at this time, and 
I think irt proper and correct that those 
gentlemen have the benefit of any remarks 
made by the Secretary of Defense. 

The prototype missile site radar-MSR
has been completed and will go into test 
operations very shortly at Kwajalein. 
The perimeter acquisition radar-PAR
is a straightforward design task 'being a 
variant of radar systems already in ex
istence and, therefore, will be built di
rectly on an operational site. The data 
processor is in operation in prototype 

· form at Bell Telephone laboratories and 
another is being installed at Kwajalein. 

Suspension of the deployment at this 
time would lead to a cutback rather 
than an increase in progress toward ad
vanced development. This, in my opinion, 
would be a grave and dangerous mistake. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a transcript of yesterday's press 
conference of the Secretary of Defense, 
as it relates to the anti-ballistic-missile 
discussion, be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tran
script was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM NEWS CONFERENCE OF SECRE
. TARY OF DEFENSE, CLARK M. CLIFFORD, PER

TINENT TO THE ABM ISSUE, JUNE 20, 1968 
Question: Does the position you took in 

your letter to Senator Russell on the ABM 
mean that the Department of Defense on its 
own will not favor any reduction in spending 
on the ABM in 1969 as your part of the 
spending cuts? 

Secretary CLIFFORD: I believe it is impor
As I have stated before, the Sentinel tant that we proceed with the deployment of 

system is designed to do several things. our ABM system. I have a number of reasons 
It will provide the option for increased in my mind why we should so deploy them. 
defense of our Minuteman forces, and I think it would be inadvisable and un
would limit damage from an accidental fortunate if the Congress made any cut at; 

this· time. 
launch from any source. It will provide The reasons, to me, are compelling. one, 
a limited degree of protection of our as you know, it constitutes and will con
cities and other strategic forces from stitute a defense against the Chinese system. 
Soviet attack. It will enhance our capa- I attach significant importance to this, be
'bility to detect and assess any missile cause in the years that lie ahead, I believe 
attack. It will provide damage denial we should have a defense against the Chi
against the early missile threat from nese system other than just a massive re
China with the capability to reduce dam- taliatory attack. 
age substantially in later years. Under I believe that we are in a stronger posture 

if we have this kind of defense so that we 
any analysis, this system could save mil- can't be blackmailed or forced into a certain 
lions of American lives. These, Mr. Pres- position for fear of the type of attack. thiat 
ident, are sizable accomplishments, and China could launch. 
we cannot afford to forego them. In the second place, I think it's important, 

It has been suggested that the Sentinel also, that the establishment of this present 
system is not yet ready for deployment, system, which I urge, will be very useful in 

•t thi the protection of our offensive system. Al-
and Wl h · s I cannot agree-. Again re- though, oi. course, as you know, it will not 
ferring to Secretary Clifford's press con- . prevent a massive attack from a nation that 
ference yesterday, he stated that he be- launches one. It can prove to be of impor
lieves the time has come to move on our tance in protecting our retaliation. 
Sentinel ABM system, get it off the draw- In the third place, it is possible--we would 
ingboards, and get into the actual devel- hope not probable--that some time there 
opment of the system. could be an accidental launching of an 

Definite strides have been made within ICBM. Under the present system, we could prevent 
recent months to further develop and any damage occurring_ from such an acci
improve the system. Since the decision dental launching. 
was made last September to deploy the · Too, it seems to me that not sufficient at
Sentinel system, added resources have tention has been given to the fact that an
been brought to bear on the ABM pro- other nation could possibly over the next few 
gram. This has tended to speed rather years acquire some nuclear capability, even 
than retard the advance of development. though minor in nature. 
Both the Spartan and Sprint missiles I believe this type of defensive system 
have already flown successfully in tests. would prove to be very valuable to us under 

those circumstances. 
References have been made to failures In addition to those arguments, it's also 
in the test programs of these missiles. my view that if the Soviets are developing 
Failures in test programs are anticipated an ABM system, and we_ know they are devel
and expected. We test to discover weak- · oping it, and we know that they are deploy
nesses in design and correct them. A ma- ing it, I believe we are in a better posture 
jority of the Polaris A-3 flights failed, to reach agreement with them on an ulti-

mate step toward disarming if we also go 
yet the Polaris A-3 is now one Of our about the deployment of a system. 
most reliable weapons, and I repeat, both I think our negoti:ations over the past 
the Spartan and the Sprint missiles have decades would Indicate that this 1s the bet-
already been flown successfully in tests. ter position for us to be in if we hope to 
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achieve some type of resolution of this prob
lem with the Soviets. 

The last point I wish to make in this re
gard is that I believe also that the time has 
come to move on our Sentinel ABM system, 
get it off the drawing boards, and get it into 
the actual development of the system. 

I believe in this manner we will make 
greater progress. I think we've learned in 
the past that the learning curve that we 
have goes up substantially when we actually 
get into the deployment of such a system. 

Now, I've given those reasons to you, I 
feel them, I feel them strongly. I know the 
debate is on in the Congress at this time, 
and I think it proper and correct that those 
gentlemen have the benefit of any remarks 
made by the Secretary of Defense. 

Now, to get to the specific answer to your 
question, I am not in position at this time 
to comment on what items will be subject 
to cut when we are faced with this problem 
of making a cut first in obligational author
ity and in actual expenditures in fl.seal 1969. 

I think it's very important that we pro
ceed with this. There would be some minor 
delay. I don't think I would be too con
cerned about that, but I think we must get 
on with the deployment of this system. 

I think thait constitutes my attitude to
ward your question. 

Question: Sir, thait is a very, very strong 
statement, but how do you account for the 
fact that so much professional data seems 
to have gone forth on this Sentinel to men 
like Senators Hart and Cooper for their night 
briefings at the Senate? Did some of that 
come from the Defense Department? (Laugh
ter.) 

Secretary CLIFFORD: Well, now, it is possible 
that something might have come from the 
Defense Department. (Laughter.) Sometimes 
things do come out of the Defense Depart
ment. (Laughter.) I have read the letter that 
Assistant Secretary of Defense Warnke wrote 
to, I think, Senator Hart in answer to some 
questions. I see no disagreement be·tween any 
of the answers that Secretary Warnke gave 
in his letter to those that I have given you 
here. 

There may be some other material that 
has been furnished. I do not know of any 
material that has been furnished the Con
gress by this Department or any other that's 
contrary to the position that I have just 
taken. 

I may feel more strongly than others. 
There may be some question of degree. I am 
not conscious of any information that would 
be at variance with that I have given you. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, if we could return 
to the ABM system, it had been given out 
last fall that a primary objective of this was 
a defense against communist China, and 
their ICBM threat, and yet yesterday in the 
Congress it was stated that the most signifi
cant feature of this system was its potenti·al 
capabillty against the Soviet system. 

Could you comment on that? 
Secretary CLIFFORD: Yes. I think that the 

Senators are of course entitled to view this 
entire matter as they see fit and to present 
those arguments that they think are the 
most compelling. 

It is my view as I said, that this has 
a very real importance from the standpoint 
of a Chinese system. 

It is also my belief that it has a real sig
nificance from the standpoint of the Soviet 
Union. 

I believe that if they develop and deploy 
a workable ABM system and we do not do 
so, I believe that we are at a disadvantage 
and I think that, from my standpoint I am 
unwilling to accept that disadvantage. 

So if someone wishes to emphasize that 
factor, I think he is at liberty to do so. 

Let me say in conclusion that the deploy
ment of this system in my opinion is not 
only important, and I think vita.I from the 
standpoint of China and some other coun-

try, I think it also is important from the 
standpoint of the Soviet Union. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, could you tell us 
how we would be at a disadvantage sir, if the 
Russians deployed a system and we did not? 
Could you expand on that, in other words? 

Secretary CLIFFORD. Yes, if the Russians 
develop, as they are now deploying around 
Moscow, an effective ABM system, and we do 
not deploy an ABM system, I believe that 
could very well place them in the position 
where they could misconstrue the relative 
strengths of the two countries. 

I think all of us know that one of our 
great fears has been that a nation might 
make a mistake, so I believe if they have de
cided to proceed on this course, I am more 
comfortable in my mind in meeting my 
responsibility in this position if we also 
proceed along this course. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, in this connec
tion, in your confirmation hearings, you said 
that you thought the United States should 
maintain nuclear superiority over Russia. 

Could you give us your definition of 
nuclear superiority? 

Secretary CLIFFORD. I will do so only in a 
general way, because I believe some phases 
of this subject are classified. 

I want to be comfortable in my mind that 
we maintain a greater nuclear power and 
strength than the Soviet Union does. I think 
this is not based only on the number of 
ICBM's or the nature of the hardened or 
softened sites, I think it includes the types 
of warheads that are involved. I think it in
cludes our Polaris fleet. I think it includes 
our bomber capability and deliverability, and 
I believe we must maintain this nuclear su
periority, and as long as I am here, I shall 
work toward that end. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, in view of your 
remarks about the ABM's application to the 
Soviet Union, do you think it will be neces
sary now to commit substantially more 
money, since it is no longer being thought 
of only in terms of China? 

Secretary CLIFFORD. I do not, and I did 
not suggest, nor did I mean to suggest that 
we were contemplating the expansion of the 
present system as a complete defense against 
the Soviet Union. 

I am informed by our experts that there is 
no known defense at this time to a massive 
attack from the Soviet Union. 

What I am saying is that from a psycholo
gical standpoint, I believe that if we proceed 
with the s:Ieployment because they are-I 
think it places us in a better posture 1n 
negotiating with them and ultimately, 
hopefully, reaching a broader arms 
agreement. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to 

me that the Senator is making an argu
ment here, supported by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and by the two Secretaries of 
Defense, that now is the time to proceed 
with an antiballistic missile. If the Sen
ator is in error in what he is saying, I 
think perhaps we may lose $500 million, 
or some substantial part of $500 million, 
by going ahead with this particular pro
gram. It is $250 million. 

Mr. JACKSON. For construction, 
$227.3 million. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I under
stand it, though, if the Cooper amend
ment carries, there will be another meas
ure proposed to take out the missiles 
themselves. 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So it 1s 

roughly $500 million we are talking 
about, as I understand it. 

If the Senator is right about this mat
ter, then we will be a year further ahead 
toward providing a missile defense for 
the country than we would be if his posi
tion and that of the committee is re
jected. If he is wrong, we may be wasting 
$500 million, or some substantial part of 
$500 million, by proceeding expeditiously. 
But when we find one of these things 
about which good men can differ, where
in men who have the direct and primary 
responsibility come to an agreement that 
we should proceed, it seems to me that 
one who is not on the committee, in a 
position such as I am, is taking a very 
considerable risk with this Nation's fu
ture to second guess those people and say, 
"No, we should not proceed," when, in 
the interest of economy, one could very 
well be putting his nation 1 year be
hind from the position where it could 
very well be if we are to put our country 
in a good defense position. 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the Senator 
has made a good point. Some of the 
Members of tlie Senate supporting the 
amendment would like to delay the pro
gram a year. I think that is essentially 
the view of the Senator from Kentucky 
Other Senators would like to stop the 
program entirely: 

The first point I want to make is that 
if we delay this project for a year, we 
will really be delaying it for 2 years. This 
i.s the information we get from the De
fense Department. 

The second point is that if we stop the 
program now for a year, it will cost us 
an additional $300 million, as a mini
mum, to regain our position and to start 
moving the program again. 

Mr. President, in the interest of econ-· 
omy, we must give this the most careful 
consideration. 

I also point out that the figure of $300 
million does not include, of course, pos
sible pri~e escalations and the continu
ing cost that might well be included for 
research and development. Part of the 
loss would be the loss O·f personnel, key 
people who will be lost to the program. 
We cannot get those people back again. 
In addition, we have other problems in 
connection with that kind of delay that 
could be very serious. 

So, I must say that talking about a 
year's delay to save money misses the 
point. If we are to start the program 
again, it will cost us, at a minimum, from 
the information we have received to
day-and I will have that more in detail 
on Monday-about an additional $300 
million. So when people talk about a 
year's delay to save money, I think they 
should keep in mind what the actual 
end results would be in terms of the cost 
of the program. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not also 
true that though this program is not 
built to defend against Soviet missiles, 
the experience that we gain in this area, 
both in building and operating a defense 
against a growing Chinese threat, can 
help us in the event we decide we must 
build an antiballistic missile to defend 
against Soviet missiles? So while it is 
true that this system is not being built 
to defend against Soviet missiles, is it 
not also true that our progress in this 
area of defense would necessanly be ad-
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vanced by going ahead and building these 
sites and the missiles and proceeding to 
see what we can develop? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator again 
makes a very good point. The system as 
designed at the present time-even a 
thin system-will, as Dr. Foster, who is 
in charge of this program, pointed out, 
as quoted in Secretary Clifford's letter 
"complicate any attack on the United 
States." 

I will read the full paragraph of Dr. 
Foster's statement: 

The ability to protect ourselves from un
acceptable damage from a numerically large 
and technically advanced missile force such 
as that of the Soviet Union is not yet tech
nlcally feasible. However, the Sentinel sys
tem will complicate any attack on the 
United States. 

And I may add that the testimony 
given by Lieutenant General Starbird 
before one of the .committees of Con
gress pointed out and I quote: 

An all-out strategic nuclear exchange be
tween the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
could cause about 120 million U.S. casualties. 
The Sentinel level of the ABM deployment 
would reduce these casualties by 20 to 30 
million. 

Lieutenant General Starbird is a bril
liant engineer, one of the outstanding 
men in uniform in this particular field. 

I do not think one can turn around 
and dismiss idly the role this system 
would play, even as a thin system, in 
the event of such an attack. All of the 
people who follow this program closely 
are in agreement that we do not have 
at the present time the scientific and 
technical competence to come forth with 
a system that could provide an effective 
defense against a massive Soviet attack. 

Those are the facts. 
However, I wish to point out that we 

are now spending half a billion dollars 
a year on research and development. So 
this phase of the program, as it relates 
to providing a defense against an all-out 
Soviet attack in the future, is in the 
hands of the scientists and engineers
in research and development. 

I point out that we have been in this 
research and development program for 
over 10 years now. As Secretary Clifford 
said, it is about time to get it off the 
drawing boards, because by getting it off 
the drawing boards, we are in a better 
position to make a start on an opera
tional system that will have the capa
bility to deal with the threats that we 
face. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we think in 
terms of deciding whether this is the 
time t.o go forward with the missile de
fense, is there not one additional factor 
that is worthy of consideration, and that 
is the attitude of the President of the 
United States? 

After all, President Johnson did serve 
as chairman of this Preparedness Sub
committee of the Committee on Armed 
Services for a number of years, and he 
spould qualify as an expert in the de
fense field dating back prtor t.o the time, 
even, that he became Vice President of 
the United States. 

. Mr. JACKSON. It goes back even far
tber than that. I served in the House of 
Representatives with the President. He 

also served on the House Naval Affairs 
Committee, and when he came t.o the 
Senate, he went on the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So as a mat
ter of fact, President Johnson has had 
a lot of expertence in this area, and when 
he is mandated, as he was in the general 
tax bill passed t.oday, to cut $6 billion in 
spending, which means a terrtfic cut
back on some of the domestic programs 
that are dear to his heart as well as some 
of the things he thinks are essential t.o 
the defense budget, if President Johnson, 
looking at that necessity, still feels that 
nevertheless we should go ahead with 
this program, does not that further indi
cate that those who really understand 
the problem and have all the secret in
formation available to them as to the 
whys and the wherefores, and all the 
considerations, do favor this step? 

The President is a man who certainly 
understands as well as any civilian can 
understand what the problem is. A man 
who has served in the armed services, 
and was one of our best experts, while 
in Congress, should be able t.o say 
whether this is a . program that must 
take its pos~tion high in the line of pri
ority, and we must start this and 'be 
about it. 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the point is 
well taken. Obviously the President is in 
the best position to know the order of 
priorities, and I am sure, in determining 
the order of Priorities, that the continu
ous improvements in the development of 
more effective strategic weapons systems 
must be high on that priority list. 

Obviously there is fat in the Depart- . 
ment of Defense, and there are areas in 
which cuts can be made. But we want to 
be sure that we are cutting the fat and 
not the sinew or muscle. 

Mr. President, I thank the able Sen
ator from Louisiana. I think he has hit 
the nail right on the head. The President 
is in the best position to make the final 
decision as t.o what should be def erred 
and what should be cut within the De
partment of Deferlse. I must say I am 
confident that the President 'Vill not cut 
those items that relate to the strategic 
deterrent capacity of the United States. 
This goes to the very heart of the main
tenance of world peace and the preven
tion of a thermonuclear catastrophe. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
one should keep in mind that we really 
cannot know what we are going t.o do in 
an area until we have trted. 

I was in the Amphibious Corps in 
·world War II. I did not see the direct 
estimates of our military experts, but I 
gained the knowledge by hearsay that it 
was estimated that we would lose about 
75 percent of our amphibious craft in 
seeking t.o capture enemy-held beaches. 

Those estimates turned out t.o be very 
erroneous. In the early invasions, we lost 
perhaps no more than 1 percent of our 
amphibious craft, and even that loss was 
at least partly due to faulty ship han
dling, rather than enemy action. 

Mr. JACKSON. We were able to im
prove the strtking firepower of our forces, 
both air and naval. In addition, we sent 
in demolition squads and underwater 
demolition teams, who made the task a 
lot easier. 

I agree with the Senator; I think the 
ability t.o calculate, even with a situation 
of that kind that is thought to be rea
sonably calculable, often turns out to be 
lacking. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The enemy 
did not turn out to be as good as we 
thought he was going to be, and we 
turned out to be better than we thought; 
so, taking everything int.o consideration, 
the rate was a lot better than we had 
anticipated. But there was no way to find 
out, if we had not tried it. 

Mr. JACKSON. We do not want to 
overestimate or underestimate our ad
versary, but I think hist.ory tells us we 
have done both. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. With the 
Soviet Union moving ahead and making 
mighty strtdes in this area, it seems to me 
that to withhold moving, at a time when 
all of our best and most responsible peo
ple, who have the most direct respon
sibility-and I am speaking of the Com
mander in Chief, his Secretary of De
fense, his previous Secretary of Defense, 
his Joint.Chiefs of Staff--

Mr. JACKSON. And the civilian Secre
taries of the services. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. Not t.o 
move, when they all say that the time 
has come to move and to get on w1th the 
job, would be taking a grave ch.ance on 
this too-little-and-too-late business, on 
something thait is clearly the weakest 
area of our defense at this moment. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is ab
solutely corroot. The point has been made 
here about a 1-year Glippage in the 
estimates that had previously been made 
as to when the Chinese would get an 
inrtercontinental ballistic missile. At the 
same time, Mr. President, it should be 
pointed out that the Chinese moved much 
faster in getting the thermonuclear 
bomb than many of our top experts ex
pected they would. As I mentioned on 
Wednesday, just think of it: China has 
a thermonuclear device, and has had one 
now for a couple of years, while the 
French are still trying to get one. 

Mr. President, last year the Soviets 
doubled the number of their operaitional, 
land-based intercontinental ballistic 
missiles on launchers-in one year. I 
do not think it is wise to take an unneces
sary chance that rests on a prediction 
of what our adversary is going to be able 
t.o do next year or the year after, and rely 
on that to our own possible detriment. 
I simply do not think this is the kind of 
risk we can take. I do not think we can 
afford it. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, on the 
question of time and slippage, would the 
Senator agree with me that it would be 
best for the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and the world, but especially for 
the United States, if neither the United 
States nor the Soviet Union should de
ploy a ballistic missile system? 

Mr. JACKSON. Under certain condi
tions I think it would be in our own 
interests that neither one deploy an ABM. 

Mr. COOPER. Then we are in agree
ment. 
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Mr. JACKSON. I think it would be in I point out that we have had the power 
the best interests of both countries, as- to destroy the world for over a decade 
suming other countries were not devel- · now. 
oping offensive strategic weaPons, but The point I want to make here, to 
that is not the case, to cite China, for answer the question of the Senator, is . 
example. that we seem in this dialog · to be as-

Mr. COOPER. I want to- pursue the suming that Moscow has not deployed an 
point. ABM system. 

Mr. JACKSON. I suppose one of the They deployed their :first system in 
things bugging the Soviet Union at this 1962 around Leningrad. We have not 
point is that they face a threat from even deployed one as yet. And the lead
China .. So it is questionable whether the time is at least 5 years for the :first bat
Soviet Union feels in a position to bar- tery to be ready. Let us go on from there. 
gain with us. We have not been able to Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, :first I 
get the negotiating door open so that we want to make my point, and then I will 
could have meaningful talks with the come back to that issue. 
Soviets on this range of issues. I believe the Senator will agree on the 

(At this point Mr. HOLLINGS assumed course of events if we proceed to deploy 
the chair as Presiding Officer.) an ABM system. The Soviets would con-

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Sen- tinue the deployment of their system. 
ator agrees that it would be better if nei- They may do so anyway. If they do so, 
ther the United States nor the So·viet at some point in the future I agree that 
Union were to employ an antiballistic- we will have to deploy one. 
missile system. The Senator knows much more about 

Mr. JACKSON. I am trying to make the situation than I do. 
the pc)int to the Senator that we.have to Mr. JACKSON. No. I am not an expert. 
take into consideration the problem of Mr. COOPER. We will continue to im-
China. We have to be concerned with prove our offensive weapons. And the So
that problem, too. Assuming that other viet Union will do the same thing. So, 
countries did not have ICBM's .and that step by step, all that will happen is that 
only the United States and the Soviet we will maintain the present deterrent 
Union had nuclear strategic capability, and the ability on each side to destroy 
I think that the answer is clearly "Yes." each other and civilization. And what 
But this is not the real situation. advance will have been made? 

Mr. COOPER. Is it correct that if Mr. JACKSON. I guess I would sum
both were to deploy ABM systems and marize it all by saying: "Thank God for 
increasingly make them more effective, the Western deterrent." We have pre
as the Department of Defense and Sec- vented a themonuclear catastrophe in 
retary of Defense McNamara and others this world. 
said would be necessary, that it would Mr. COOPER. I want the deterrent to 
entail costs to the. United States of, they be maintained. 
say, $40 billion. It would probably be Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. How
larger. We would deploy and they would ever, I point out that they have had an 
deploy, and each would continue to im- ABM system deployed, in part, since 1962. 
prove their defensive system. Then, as What d°' we do? Do we just stand by 
all the testimony has indicated, the and hope and pray that somehow they 
United States would construct and de- will do nothing? They are going ahead 
velop more effective offensive weapons, with their plans. 
to overcome the Soviet offensive system. Mr. COOPER. I am ready to respond to 

Mr. JACKSON. we are doing that now. the question as best I can. I know the 
Mr. COOPER. I know that we are Senator cannot speak with certainty con

doing it now. And some of the improve- cerning our intelligence on the matter. 
men ts in offensive systems seem to be However, I •have had some indications of 
very effective. what our intelligence is. Would the Sena-

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. we hope so. tor agree that the 1962 installation at 
Leningrad is obsolete? 

Mr. COOPER. And then the Soviet Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor-
Union will do the same thing. It will rect. We do not think it is effective, and 
construct more effective offensive weap- I think they do not believe it is effective. 
ons. Is it not correct that in this con- However, they apparently feel that the 
tinuing process, both would maintain one they are deploying around Moscow 
their destructive capability-the balance is effective. 
of terror-and there is no gain to either Mr. COOPER. There are three ele-
side? ments. One is the Leningrad installa-

Mr. JACKSON. I fully appreciate the tion, and our intelligence concludes the 
point of the Senator. I observe that for installation is obsolete. 
over 10 years there has been the ability Mr. JACKSON. I respond in this way: 
in .this world to destroy the world. We have reason to believe that the Lenin-

What we are trying to d.o is prevent grad. system~ being the :first generation 
that from happening. Let us direct our ABM system that they deployed, is not, 
attention to that problem. I submit that in their judgment, the kind of system 
there I.s less danger of that happening if that they would want to deploy. It is· 
we have the means within our power to still there, although they have gone on 
deter the adversary from undertaking to to the second generation. -
do it. I point out to the Senator that this is 

I have had the statement made to me the normal stage of development of 
over and over again: "Senator, you are strategic weapons systems. We started 
talking about piling up more and more with Minuteman · I in the ICBM system. 
weapons with which to destroy the Then we worked on Minuteman II and 
world." then on Minuteman III. The same thing 

is true of Polaris. We started with the 
first generation Polaris, A-1, A-2, and 
A-3, and now we are working on the 
Poseidon. This is the history of all of 
th~se weapon~ developments. . . . 

The Soviets apl)arently believe that the 
ABM system they are· deploying around 
Moscow has real promise. This is what 
disturbs me. , 

Mr. COOPER. I understand. Again, 
while there may be some variance of 
views, is it correct that at least our 
intelligence indicates -that the Tallinn ·. 
system is more likely to be a defensive , 
system against planes and reoonnais .. 
sance planes than an ABM system? 

Mr. JACKSON. The majority view in 
the intelligence community-it is not the . 
unanimous view-is that this is a defense 
designed primarilY as a defense against 
air breathing missiles and aeronautical 
devices as opposed to a missile defense. 
This is a very extensive system, as the 
Senator knows. 

Mr. COOPER. The final installation is 
the one which is being deployed aronnd 
Moscow. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. They _ 
have deployed one, and they are add- · 
ing to it. 

Mr. COOPER. They are adding cer
tain sections to it. 

Does the Senator think that Secretary 
McNamara was correct when he testified 
in the beginning of this year that this 
matter was not being pursued expedi
tiously. He gave his reasons why he 
thought it had been slowed down a 
whole lot. 

Mr. JACKSON. There again, Mr. Pres
ident, we get into this question of try
ing to evaluate what they are doing. 

Bear in mind that we were really sur- · 
prised when, in 1967, the Soviets doubled 
the number of operational interconti- ' 
nental ballistic missiles on launchers, "in ' 
1 year. · · 

I do not want to get into a position 
here of trying to predict what is · going 
to happen. This is dangerous business. -

Mr. COOPER. Then, I come to the 
question of time and slippage. What · 
would be lost if the amendment should 
be agreed to, and what would be gained? 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, to an-
swer the question-- · 

Mr. COOPER. May .I first give my 
view? 

Mr. JACKSON. Certainly. 
Mr. COOPER. The Senator does not 

believe, vis-a-vis Russia, that we are in 
such a dangerous Position that if we 
were to adopt -the amendment, its mild
est consequence-that it would postpone 
the deployment until next year-we are 
in danger of being destroyed because of 
a delay of I year? 

Mr. JACKSON. No. I am not going to 
say that we would be destroyed. How
ever, I would get back to what the Sena
tor wants to do. 

I know that the Senator and all of us 
want to try to see if we can get the 
Soviets into negotiations on these mat
ters. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. · President, the 

point I wish to make is that I agree en
tirely with the comment -of the Secre
tary of Defense . at his news conference -
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yesterday, in which he said that the best 
way to get them into conference is by go
ing ahead with this program. I believe 
that when they find out we are going 
ahead, they will perhaps ta~k turkey. 
This is my philosophy. I subscribe whole
heartedly to the position of the Secre
tary of Defense. It is nothing new. It is 
that we try to negotiate from a posi
tion of strength. 

We have acted in good faith, I say to 
the Senator from Kentucky. We have 
been standing by all these years. We have 
asked them to please sit down and talk 
with us. Mr. McNamara waited a year 
and a half before going ahead with his 
announced position favoring deployment 
of our ABM system. 

Mr. COOPER. I want to return to the 
first point, on which we agree, that is that 
it would be best if neither deployed an 
anti-ballistic-missile system. One of the 
reasons I formed with Senator HART in 
the introduction of the amendment, as 
I noted when I first spoke, that if by 
delaying this system 1 year, we would 
have a better opportunity to reach an 
agreement with the Soviet Union, it 
would be best for our country. 

Mr. JACKSON. M:r. President, we 
have been waiting all this time. How 
long does the Senat;or think we should 
wait? 

Mr. COOPER. I would want t;o wait 
at least until we had the chance. 

Mr. JACKSON. What chance? 
Mr. COOPER. Just what I have said

to determine if the Soviets will con
tinue to develop an ABM system to deter
mine whether there is a Possibility of 
reaching an agreement against deploy
ing anti-ballistic-missile systems. No 
one can know whether these agree
ments can be reached, but there are some 
indications. We have recently agreed 
upon the nonproliferation treaty. 

Further, if the war in Vietnam could 
be brought to an end-and this is very 
important to all of us-there would be, 
I believe,. a bette,r opportunity for im
proving relations with Russia then we 
might make progress. I do not know. 
Who does know? The failure t;o reach 
agreements has been one of the un
happy consequences of the war in Viet
nam. 

If the war can be brought to an end, if 
we can make progress with the Russians 
against the deployment of ABM systems 
it would be better to delay than to start 
on a $40 billion, $60 billion, or $70 billion 
deployment of nuclear weapons, when we 
already have the power to destroy Rus
sia and perhaps the world, and also Rus
sia has the power to destroy our country 
and perhaps the world. The cosmos will 
be choked with nuclear weapons, and it 
seems to me that we will be moving to
ward a nuclear catastrophe. 

Why not delay 1 year? With all due 
regard to Secretary Clifford-I believe he 
is one of the ablest lawyers in this coun
try-a Secretary of Defense of the great
est ability, but I would not have used 
Dr. Foster's memorandum as Dr. Foster 
admitted in his statement that the "thin", 
syst.em was not feasible as a defense sys
tem again~t Russia. Why spend $1.2 bil
llon in fiscal year 1969 and deploy a $5.5 

billion system which is no good? Why do 
it? 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, first, I 
do not believe we need cover this ground 
again. 

I believe that George Santayana made 
the observation that he who chooses to 
ignore history is condemned to repeat 
history. 

If anything stands out, since the end 
of World War II, in our relations with 
the Soviet Union, it is that we can make 
the best progress in negotiations toward 
agreements that would be in the best in
terests of both countries when we oper
ate from a position of strength. This is 
history. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not wholly agree. 
Mr. JACKSON. I want this to come 

out. 
Mr. COOPER. I want it to be clear that 

I want the United states always to be 
stronger than the Soviet Union. We are, 
or least we are told that we are, and I 
hope we are. I have voted for every 
measure to maintain our superiority. 
But the only times we have been able to 
make agreements with the Soviet Union 
were when our interests were similar. If 
the doctrine of preponderance of strength 
is a correct one, the Soviet Union would 
presumably reach agreement with us 
now on limitations of ABM systems. 

Mr. J4CKSON. I am not saying that 
the fact that we have a position of su
perior strength means that we automat
ically get agreements. What I am saying 
is that if we got into an inferior posi
tion, we would not be in a favorable posi
tion to bargain with an expansionist state 
like the Soviet Union. 

I am not saying that if ipso facto we 
have superior strength we can negotiate 
with the Russians and reach amicable 
agreements. This does not follow. But I 
am convinced that if we are in an in
ferior position, our voice will not be 
listened to at any time, anywhere, within 
the Soviet nation. This is my view. 

Mr. COOPER. It is important to re
member that we have reached agree
ments with the Soviet Union, and pecu
liarly and happily in the nuclear realm 
because of a similarity of interest. 

Mr. JACKSON. And I have supported 
those talks. 

Mr. COOPER. Of course, the Senator 
has. One was the Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty, 

Mr. COOPER. And the other is, hope
fully, the non-Proliferation Treaty. Why? 
Because evidently our interests are 
similar. Evidently the Soviet Union, as 
the U.S. did not want to continue a race 
which had no end, and which would only 
lead closer to destruction. 

There is a community of interest 
against the deployment of an ABM sys
tem which possibly can lead to agree
ment. The Senator's arguments and the 
information he provided, because of his 
superior knowledge, with respect to the 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, did more to 
convince me to vote for it than anything 
else. 

Mr. JACKSON. I have always taken 
the position that we should move along 
two consonant lines: First, keep talking 

with the Soviet Union and work with 
them where interests converge; and, 
second, maintain a strong posture. This 
is my philosophy. I do not believe that 
in the age of nuclear weapons we can 
afford to close the door and not listen 
to our adversary. The first rule of war
fare is to keep in contact with your 
enemy and be sure you know what he 
is doing and what he is thinking. 

I believe it is very important that we 
try to find areas of parallel and mutual 
interests and try to reach agreement 
where it is in the best interests of the 
United States and of the Soviet Union. 

I should like to read a portion of the 
transcript of the press conference of 
Secretary of Defense Clifford on yester
day, June 20. This is what he said with 
reference to the ABM: 

. . . if the Soviets are developing an ABM 
system, and we know they are developing it, 
and we know that they are deploying it, I 
believe we are in a better posture to reach 
agreement with them on an ultimate step 
toward disarming if we also go about the 
deployment of a system. 

I think our negotiations over the past 
decades would indicate that this is the better 
position for us to be in if we hope to achieve 
some type of resolution of this problem with 
the Soviets. 

The able Senator from Kentucky-and 
I agree with him-says that the Secre
tary of Defense is a good lawyer and has 
a good head, and I believe he has good 
judgment, as has the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

I respect Secretary Clifford's judg
ment. He has a fine mind; he has a logi
cal mind. He can identify the central 
issues we have to deal with. 

On this point of the relation of 
strength to negotiation, one can have 
differing points of view, but I have a 
strong conviction on this matter. Other 
Senators think otherwise. 

To get down to certain specifics, there 
are two points that need to be men
tioned. The first point is in connection 
with those Senators who talk about sav
ing money and who say we will go on 
with the program later. I wish to empha
size, and I shall go into the matter fur
ther on Monday, that it will cost a min
imum of an additional $300 million to 
delay the program a year. Second, when 
estimates for this program were worked 
out, the Department of Defense took into 
consideration a 6-month slippage in the 
ICBM program of the Chinese. 

The estimated slippage, of course, is a 
speculation. We get surprised constantly 
by the pluses and minuses. The Depart
ment did take into consideration a 6 
months Chinese slippage. Assuming 
there is a 1-year delay in the current 
ABM program, the point I wish to make, 
which I have made several times in 
this debate, is that to be effective the 
entire program must be operational and 
it is not one battery that will slip a year 
but the entire program is going to be 
delayed 2 years. It cannot be argued then 
that if the current program is delayed 
there will be no impact simply because 
the Chinese will not have their ICBM's 
1 year before we have anticipated it. 

If any Senator has information from 
those persons who are knowledgeable in 
this area that the situation is otherwise, 
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it would be helpful to have it. My inf or
mation as I have given it to the Senate 
comes from those in charge of the pro
gram in the Department of Defense. This 
is not my personal judgment or estimate. 
It is the information which I asked for 
that has been given to me from respon
sible officials in th~ Department of 
Defense. 

I have many other matters I could 
mention, but at this time I think we have 
had a good discussion on the floor of the 
Senate. I am sure the able Senator from 
Kentucky, who is a brilliant and out
standing lawyer, and who is a genius in 
the art of cross-examination, will have 
more questions for me on Monday. We 
will have three hours at that time and 
I shall try to find someone who has the 
answers for the Senator when he again 
resumes the dialog on Monday. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President. I have 
a brief request to make. I have before me 
a copy of a letter sent by farmer Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric, 
which he sent to our colleague, ·the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY], under date of June 20, 1968, 
in which he pleads for a 1-year delay in 
the deployment of the anti-ballistic-mis
sile system. The same request is made in 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]. 

I wish to read one or two paragraphs 
from the letter, and then I shall ask that 
the entire letter be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. Gilpatric stated in his letter: 
In my view, the grounds for the deployment 

of the Sentinel system are still "marginal" 
and the time is not yet "right" for its deploy
ment; in short, the President•s judgment of a 
year ago remains valid. 

There are two intervening developments 
which lead me to this conclusion. First, it 
seems generally accepted within our intelli
gence and sclentlfl.c .community that the ABM 
system which the Soviets have deployed 
around Moscow has encountered many tech
nical difficulties and is probably of limited 
effectiveness. Since the Soviets have always 
excelled in defensive systems, it is reason
able to believe that the ABM problems with 
which they have been afHicted will in due 
course face our scientists. If so, more re
search and development effort should be ex
pended by the U.S. before any go-ahead on 
deployment is given. Secondly~ we have been 
told that the Chinese ICBM program, which 
Sentinel is designed to counter, has been set 
back a year or more so that any threat from 
that quarter will not arise as early In the 
70's as was believed last falL 

For these reasons, I belie·ve this country 
can safety defer, for at least another year, a 
start on deployment of Sentinel, and I hope 
therefore that congress will decline to fund 
the deployment program this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
entire text of the letter from Mr. Gil
patric addressed to the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] under date 
of June 20, 1968. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

C'RAVATH, SWAINE & MOORE, • 

Hon. A. S. MIKE MoNRONEY, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

June 20, 1968. 

DEAR MIKE: Following up on our telephone 
conversation, I am writing this note to ex
plain why I favor another year's delay in 

starting the deployment of the Sentinel ABM 
system. 

A year after lea.vi:pg the Defense Depart
ment, I served on the Disarmament Panel af 
the Na.ttona.l Oltir.ens Commission on Inter
national Cooperation thait was established 
by the President in the spring of 1965. The 
report of that Panel, which was headed by 
Dr. Jerome Weisner of M.I.T., President Ken
nedy's principal scientific advisor, recom
mend·ed, among other things, a. three-year 
moratorium on deployment of· any system 
for ballistic-mfssile defense. This recommen
dation was grounded first on doubts as to the 
military value of an ABM s.ystem and also 
on the many technical questions tha.t re
mained to be answered as well as the polit
ical consequences of an ABM deployment. 

This recommend·ation (along with others 
made as part of the Interna.tiona.l Coopera
tion Year Program) was referred by Presi
dent Johnson to a White House committee 
in August of 1966, and in April of 1967, the 
President announced the actions taken re
garding the ICY recommendations. The por
tion of the President's statement dealing 
with the recommended ABM moratorium 
read as follows: 

" •.. Moratorium on Anti-Ballistic Missiles. 
The ICY reports recommended. a U.S.-USSR 
moratorium on new deployment of systems 
for ballistic-mlss!le defense. 

"We are taking no actions to deploy ABM's, 
pending the outcome or· discussions With 
the Sovi.et Union. Responcllng to our in
itiative, Chairman Kosygin has· confirmed 
the wilMngness ot his. government to discuss 
the question of both offensive and defensive 
systems." 

Nevertheless, in September of last year, 
Secretary McNamara. announced that "the 
time will shortly be rtgpt" to initiate a thin 
deployment of ABM's which he found· advis
able on "marginal grounds." 

In my view, the grounds for the deploy
ment of the Sentinel system a.re still "mar
ginal" and the ·time is not yet "right" for 
its deployment; in short. the President's 
judgment of a year ago remains valid. 

There are two intervening developments 
which lead me to this conclusion. First, it 

·seems generally accepted within our inte111-
gence and scientific community that the 
ABM system which the Soviets have de
ploy~ around. Moscow has encountered 
many technical ditllculties and 18 probably 
of limited effectiveness. Since the Soviets 
have a.lways excelled in defensive systems, 
it is reasonable to believe that the ABM 
problems with which they have been amicted 
will in due course face our scientists. If so, 
more research a.nd development effort should 
be expended by the U.S. before any go-ahead 
on deployment is given. Secondly, we have 
been told that the Chinese ICBM program, 
which Sentinel is designed to counter, has 
been set back a year or more so that anY. 
threat from that quarter wm not arise as 
early in the 70's as was believed last fall. 

For these reasons, I believe this country 
can safely defer, for at least another year, 
a. start on deployment o! Sentinel, and I 
hope therefore that Congress will decline 
to fund the deployment program this year. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROSWELL GILPATRIC. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for the 
past few days I have listened with inter
est to the debate on the authoriza.tioil 
for . the construction of Sentinel ABM 
facilities. 

In all candor I have not heard any 
argument against this authorization that 
seems reasonable to me. F'irst, the money 
involved is not large in Federal Govern
.ment terms. The $227.a million we pro
pose to spend in the defense bf American 
lives is far less than we spend annually 

on :foreign aid or on-research and devel
opment that may not be worth a. tinker's 
damn if the ABM program 1s not 
completed. 

Second, with all the testimony we 
have heard from military and Depart
ment of Defense experts as to the e11ec
tiveness of the system, the argument that 
it might not work does not hold water. 

Another argument that we often hear 
is that we have such awesome o11ensive 
capability that a defense system is not 
necessary. I agree with the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN]: 

That makes about as much sense as teach
ing a boxer all of the punc~es and none of 
the blocks. 

Furthermore, I for one am not ready to 
trust the safety of this country to the 
rationality of a man like Mao who be
lieves that "power grows out of the barrel 
of a gunn or any other petty tyra.nt that 
may secure nuclear weapons from what
ever source. 

Nor do I subscribe to the theory that 
we have nothing to fear from the Soviet 
Union. There is none who pays for 
world peace more fervently than I but 
with Russia already deploying an ABM 
system, President Kennedyys words. come 
to mind wheri he said:. 

We mus.t never fear to negotiate>, but we 
must never negotiate out of fear. 

Additionally, Mr. President, govern
ment in the U.S.S.R. has a tendency to
ward violent and sudden change. Who 
among us predicted the sudden decline 
from power Of Mr. Khrushchev? And 
who among us knew with any certainty 
the thinking of ,those who succeeded him. 
· No, Mr. President. the issue before us 
is not the expenditure of $200 million, 
nor is it theoretical mental gymnastics 
of "cost e11ectiveness" and "philosophies 
of deterrents." The issue here is the pro
tection of 200' million American lives and 
indeed civilization itself. 

For these reasons, Mr. President. I 
urge each. of my colleagues to give their 
·endorsement to thi5-'-fn my opinion-:
giant step toward remov.ing the possi
bility of nuclear holocaust. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
PRoPOSED FACILITIES PROJECTS, AB:a.t:Y NA

TIONAL GUARD 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre>
-ta.ry of Defense (Properties and Installa
tions) transmitting, pursuant to la.w the lo-
cation, nature, and es.tima.ted cost of cer
tain facilities projects proposed to be under
taken for the Army National Guard (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 
REPORT' OJ' DEPARTMENT OJ' DEFENSE PRO• 

CUREMENT FROM SMALL AND OrHErt BUSI
NESS FmMS 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Installations and Logistics) trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on De.
pa.rtm.en.t of Defense Procuremen.t from 
Sm.all and Other Business Firms for the 
period July 1967-Aprll 1968. (with an a.c
.compa.nyfng report}; to the Committee on 
Ba.nking and Currency. -
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PROPOSED UNIFICATION AND CONSOLIDATION 

OF RULES FOR NAVIGATION ON WATERS or 
UNITED STATF.8 

A letter from the Secretary of Transpor
tation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to unify and consolidate the rules 
for navigation of the waters of the United 
States (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

PETITION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a resolution adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors, Tehama 
County, Calif., praying for the enact
ment of legislation to provide full Fed
eral .financing of public assistance pay
ments made to recipients who do not 
meet the length of residence require
ments under the Social Security Act, 
which was ref erred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

MESSAGE · FROM THE HOUSE-
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

A message from the House of Rep
resentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had afilxed his signature t.o the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

H.R. 15414. An act to increase revenues, to 
limit expenditures and new obligational au
thority, and for other purposes; and 

S.J. Res. 180. Joint resolution to provide 
franked mall privileges for surviving spouses 
of Members of Congress. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HOLLAND, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 17002. An act to amend the tobacco 
marketing quota provision!J of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (Rept. No. 
1270). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Without amendment: 

H.R. 16065. An act to direct the Secretary 
of Agriculture to release on behalf of the 
United States conditions in deeds conveying 
certain lands to the State of Iowa, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1272); 

H.R. 16451. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to cooperate with the sev
eral governments of Central America in the 
prevention, control, and eradication of foot
and-mouth disease or rinderpest (Rept. No. 
1273); and 

H. Con. Res. 413. Concurrent r~olution to 
endorse the concept of World Farm Center 
(Rept. No. 1271). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without aemndment: 

H.R. 16127. An act to Increase the limita
tion on the number of omcers for the Coast 
Guard (Rept. No. 1274). 

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

H.R. 14910. An act to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934, as amended, to give the 
Federal Communications Commission au
thority to prescribe regulations for the man
Ufacture, import, sale, shipment, or use of 
devices which cause harmful interference to 
radio reception (Rept. No. 1276). 
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By Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations with amendments. 

H.R. 17354. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of the Inter.ior and re
lated aegncles for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1969, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
1275). 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, without recommenda
tion: 

s. 1975. A bill to amend section 202 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956 (Rept. No. 1277) . 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

s. 1501. A bill for the relief of Gyorgy Se
bok (Rept. No. 1297); 

s. 2385. A bill for the relief of Jorge L. 
Machado (Rept. No. 1298); 

S. 2675. A bill for the relief of Jose Estrada 
(Rept. No.1299); 

S. 3038. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rafael 
A. Santayana (Rept. No. 1300); 

S. 3039. A bill for the relief of Dr. Orlando 
C. Ramos (Rept. No.1301); 

s. 3210. A bill for the relief of Marcelina T. 
Reyes (Rept. No. 1302); 

H.R. 10135. An act to provide for the ex
peditious naturalization of the surviving 
spouse of a United States citizen who dies 
while serving in an active duty status in 
the Armed Forces of the United States (Rept. 
No. 1303}. 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary without amendment. 

H.R. 13315. An act to amend section 127 of 
title 28, United States Code, to define more 
precisely the territory included in the two 
judicial districts of Virginia (Rept. No. 
1304). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, With an amendment: 

S. 2731. A bill for the relief of Basil Row
land Duncan (Rept. No. 1288); and 

S. 3012. A bill for the relief of Dr. Eduardo 
Fernandez-Dominguez (Rept. No. 1289) . 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: 

s. 2181. A bill for the relief of Gong Sing 
Hom (Rept. No. 1290); 

s. 3041. A bill for the relief of Dr. Guil
lermo I. Gonzales (Rept. No. 1291); and 

H.R. 15147. An act to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to provide for 1the 
naturalization of persons who have served in 
combatant areas in active-duty service in 
the Armed Forces of the United States, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1292). 

By Mr. SMATHERS, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

H.R. 15951. An act to provide for uniform 
annual observances of certain legal public 
holidays on Mo.ndays, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1293). 

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S.J. Res. 153. Joint resolution to proclaim 
the week beginning May 1, as "Youth Week" 
(Rept. No. 1294); 

S.J. Res. 165. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim August 11, 1968, as 
"Family Reunion Day" (Rept. No. 1295) ; and 

S.J. Res.177. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation desig
nating the 30th day of September 1968 as 
"Bible Translation Day" (Rept. No. 1296). 

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

H.R. 10773. An act to amend section 1730 of 
title 18, United States Code, to permit the 
uniform or badge of the letter-caITier branch 
of the postal service to be worn in theatrical, 
television, or motion-picture productions un
der certain circumstances (Rept. No. 1286). 

By Mr. DmKSEN, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, With amendments: 

H.R. 10480. An act to prohibit desecra
tion of the flag, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1287). 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
1;he Judiciary without amendment: 

H.R. 1705. An act for the relief of Sophie 
Stathacopulos (Rept. No. 1278); 

H.R. 1884. An act for the rellef of Virgile 
Posfay (Rept. No. 12'79); 

H.R. 7882. An act for the relief of certain 
individuals employed by the Department of 
the :iavy at certain US. naval stations in 
Florida (Rept. No. 1280); 

· H.R. 8481. An act for the relief of Richard 
Belk (Rept. No. 1281}; 

H.R. 10003. An act for the relief of John 
M. Stevens (Rept. No. 1282); 

H .R. 11959 An act for the relief of Robert 
E. Nesbitt (Rept. No. 1283); 

H.R. 13373. An act for the relief of Richard 
C. Mockler (Rept. No. 1284); and 

H.R. 15216. An act to authorize the Bu
reau of Prisons to assist State and local 
governments in the improvement of their 
correctional systems (Rept. No. 1285) . 

By Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

s. 1206. A bill for the relief of Lt. Col. 
Samuel J. Cole, U.S. Army (retired} (Rept. 
No. 1305). 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare, with amendments: 

S. 3095. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Aot to extend and improve the pro
grams relating to the training of nursing 
and other health professions and alUed 
health professions personnel, the program 
relating to student aid for such person
nel, and the program relating to health re
search facilities, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1307); 

H.R. 3639. An act to protect the public 
health by amending the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to consolidate certain pro
visions assuring the safety and effectiveness 
of new animal drugs, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 1308); and 

H.R. 16819. An act to amend the Voca
tional Rehab111tation Act to extend the au
thorization of grants to States for rehabili
tation services, to broaden the scope of 
goods and services available under that act 
for the handicapped, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1309). 

By Mr. ALLOTT, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 16429. An act to provide for the con
veyance by the Secretary of the Interior of 
certain lands and interests in lands in Grand 
and Clear Creek Counties, Colo., in exchange 
for certain lands within the national forests 
of Colorado, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 1310). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Commit
tee on Commerce, Without amendment: 

S. 3065. A b111 to amend the Federal Trade 
Commission Act, as amended, by providing 
for temporary injunctions or restraining or
ders for certain violations of that act (Rept. 
No.1311). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with an amendment: 

S.J. Res. 130. Joint resolution to authorize 
and direct the Federal Trade Commission to 
conduct a comprehensive investigation of un
fair methods of competition and unfair or 
deceptive acts or practices in the home im
provement industry, to expand its enforce
ment activities in this area, and for other 
purposes. (Rept. No. 1312). 

ADDITIONAL POSITIONS IN GRADES 
GS-16, 17, AND 18--REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1306) 

Mr. MONRONEY, from the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service, re
ported an original bill (S. 3672) to amend 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
for additional positions 1n grades GS-16, 
GS-17, and GS-18; to promote the effi
cient use of the revolving fund of the 
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Civil Service Commission; and for other 
purPoSes, and submitted a report there
on, which bfil was placed on the calendar 
and the report was ordered to ~ printed. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations: 
H. Brooks James, of North Carolina, to be 

an Assistant Administrator of the Agency 
for International Development; 

David S. King, of Utah, now Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the 
Malagasy Republic, to serve concurrently and 
without additional compensation as Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
Mauritius; 

William H. Crook, of Texas, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
Australia; and 

Robert F. Wagner, of New York, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Spain. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

John W. Townsend, Jr., of Maryland, to be 
Deputy Administrator, Environmental Sci
ence Services Administration. 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Orrin G. Judd, of New York, to be U.S. 
district judge for the eastern district of New 
York; 

Anthony J. Travia, of New York, to be U.S. 
district judge for the eastern district of New 
York; 

Bernard Newman, of New York, to be a 
judge of the U.S. Customs Court; and 

Morris E. Lasker, of New York, to be U.S. 
district judge for the southern district of 
New York. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, without reservation: 

Executive D, 90th Congress, second session, 
the International Coffee Agreement, 1968 
(Ex. Rept. No. 7) . 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. BREWSTER: 
S. 3667. A bill for the relief of Konstantina 

Christina Panagopuolou; and 
S. 3668. A bill for the relief of Nikitas Bal

tas (also known as Nick Damaskos) ; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCOT!': 
S. 3669. A bill for the relief of Dr. Joseph 

Shatouhy; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JORDAN of North oarouna: 
S. 3670. A bill for the relief of Pooran 

Chandra Joshi and his wife, Saroj Joshi; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McINTYRE: 
S. 3671. A bill to provide for the striking 

of medals in commemoration of the 200th 
anniversary of the founding of Dartmouth 
College; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

(See the rem.arks of Mr. McINTYRE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 
S. 3672. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide for additional posi
tions in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18; 
to promote the efficient use of the revolving 
fund of the Civil Service Commission; and 
for other purposes; placed on the calendar. 

(See reference to the above bill when re
ported by Mr. MONRONEY, which appears 
under a ·separate heading.) 

By Mr. CLARK: 
s. 3673. A bill for the relief of Beba D. 

Varadachar; and 
s. 3674. A bill for the relief of Maria 'Adela 

Foos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr. 

MONTOYA): 
S. 3675. A bill to provide that the highway 

known as U.S. Highway No. 70 between Las 
Cruces, N. Mex., and Amarillo, Tex., shall 
be designated as part of the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BYRD of West Vir
ginia when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S.J. Res. 181. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to designate the week of Aug
ust 4, through August 10, 1968, as "Profes
sional Photography Week"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr.MOSS: 
S.J. Res. 182. Joint resolution to enjoin 

State and local governments to enact and 
enforce effective gun control measures; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr. 
HAYDEN, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. ERVIN, 
and Mr. STENNIS) : 

S.J. Res. 183. Joint resolution authorizing 
the printing of a revised edition of "Consti
tution of the United States of America
Analysis and Interpretation"; to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

S. 3671-INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO 
HAVE MEDALS STRUCK IN COM
MEMORATION OF 200TH ANNIVER
SARY OF FOUNDING OF DART
MOUTH COLLEGE 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to introduce for appropriate 
reference, a bill to have medals struck in 
commemoration of the 200th anniversary 
of Dartmouth College which is to be 
celebrated in 19·69 and 1970. I do so with 
a deep sense of pride and honor: pride, 
because as a graduate of Dartmouth, I 
am delighted to be associated with its 
most exciting and impressive heritage; 
honor, because I am privileged to pay 
tribute to one of the Nation's oldest and 
most distinguished universities. 

Dartmouth College was founded by 
Eleazar Wheelock and named in honor 
of the Earl of Dartmouth, an early Eng
lish benefactor. It was originally estab
lished for "the education and instruc
tion of youth of the Indian tribes and 
also of English youth and any others." 
December 13, 1969, marks the 200th an
niversary of the granting of the charter 
of Dartmouth College by King George 
the Third, making it the last of the co
lonial colleges and the ninth oldest in
stitution of higher education in the 
United States. 

A landmark in the early history of the 
college occurred in 1819 when, thanks to 
Daniel Webster, one of its most distin
guished graduates, Dartmouth survived 
an attempt to negate its charter in the 
famous Dartmouth College case argued · 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. The de-
cision handed down by Chief Justice 
John Marshall established the sanctity 
of contracts and had far-reaching im
plications for the later development of 
American society. Dartmouth's bicen
tennial year of 1969-70 is also the 150th 
anniversary of this historic decision. 

Dartmouth has a long tradition of 

service to the Nation, to New England, 
and to the State of New Hampshire as 
a center of excellence in undergraduate 
and graduate teaching in the liberal arts 
and sciences, and in professional educa
tion in medicine, engineering and busi
ness administration. Deliberately limit
ing its size to maintain the highest stand
ards of quality in its faculty and student 
bo1y, Dartmouth now has a combined 
undergraduate and graduate enrollment 
of 3,600 and a faculty of over 400. Its 
more than 33,000 living alumni reside in 
all 50 States, the District of Columbia, 
and nearly 100 foreign countries. 

Dartmouth's associated schools have 
played an important role in its develop
ment. The Dartmouth Medical School 
was founded in 1797 and it is the fourth 
oldest medical school in the United 
States. Later, Sylvanus Thayer, another 
distinguished Dartmouth graduate and 
the "Father of the U.S. Military Acad
emy," gave Dartmouth a substantial sum 
to establish in 1871 the Thayer School of 
Engineering. It is regarded today as one 
of the truly imaginative institutions in 
the field of engineering education. In 
1899 Dartmouth established the Amos 
Tuck School of Business Administration, 
now the oldest graduate school of busi
ness administration in the United States. 

Dartmouth College has played an im
portant role in the early history of the 
New England region and of the coun
try. Since its founding its has achieved 
national and international distinction. 
It seems to me to be most fitting that 
Dartmouth's 200th anniversary should be 
commemorated by the striking of an ap
propriate and artistic medal by the U.S. 
Mint. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 3671) to provide for the 
striking of medals in commemoration of 
the 200th anniversary of the founding 
of Dartmouth College introduced by Mr. 
McINTYRE, was received, read twice by 
its title and refered to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Is it not true that Daniel 

Webster said of Dartmouth College, "It 
is a small school, but there are those who 
love it"? 

Mr. McINTYRE. That is absolutely 
true. 

S. 3675-INTRODUCTION OF BILL 
TO DESIGNATE HIGHWAY BE
TWEEN LAS CRUCES, N. MEX. 
AND AMARILLO, TEX., AS PART 
OF THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF 
INTERSTATE AND DEFENSE HIGH
WAYS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA], who is 
absent because of illness, I introduce, 
for appropriate reference, a bill to 
provide that the highway known as U.S. 
Highway No. 70 between Las Cruces, 
N. Mex., and Amarillo, Tex., shall be 
designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways. 
I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment, prepared by the Senator from 
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New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA] relating to 
the bill be printed in the RECORD; and 
that excerpts of a report prepared by 
the Highway 70 Interstate Association 
be printed in the RECORD, and that the 
bill also be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred; and, without objection, the bill 
and excerpts will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3675) to provide that the 
highway known as U.S. Highway No. 70 
between Las Cruces, N. Mex., and 
Amarillo, Tex., shall be designated as 
part of the National System of Inter
state and Defense Highways, introduced 
by Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr. 
MoNOTOYA), was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Public Works, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
highway known as United States Highway 
Numbered 70, extending approximately 301 
mites from Las Cruces, New Mexico, through 
Clovis, New Mexico, to the New Mexico-Texas 
border, and United States Highway Num
bered 60, extending approximately 98 miles 
from the New Mexico-Texas border to Am
arillo, Texas, shall be designated under the 
provisions of section 103(d) of title 23 of 
the United States COde as part of the Na
tional System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways. The authorized mileage of such 
system is increased by the mileage desig
nated pursuant to this Act. 

The excerpts, presented by Mr. BYRD 
of West Virginia, for Mr. MONTOYA, arfl 
as follows: 
EXCERPI'S FROM A REPORT PREPARED BY THE 

HIGHWAY 70 INTERSTATE ASSOCIATION ON "A 
PROPOSAL TO INCORPORATE U.S. HIGHWAY 70 
INTO THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE 
AND DEFENSE HIGHWAYS" 

Directly or indirectly, every New Mexico 
citizen has a stake in the roads and streets 
that permit motor-vehicle travel throughout 
the state. Whether we drive to work, to 
school, to church, to market, whethe_r we 
merely avail ourselves of the services made 
possible by usable roads, or earn a livelihood 
from travel of others, we are both contribu
tors and beneficiaries. 

Since the passage of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1956, the crucial importance of 
safe and rapid highway transportation !or an 
expanding economy and national defense has 
been repeatedly stressed. In a society so 
largely dependent on the constant use of 
motor vehicles, the value of good roads can 
scarcely be questioned. 

Especially in a state like New Mexico, with 
its vast area, its rugged terrain, its many 
remote settlements, and relatively limited 
rail and air facilities, the need !or adequate 
highways ls undebatable. Without them, we 
cannot develop our natural resources !or a 
healthy economic growth. Nor can we provide 
!or our population essential access to educa
tional institutions, medical care, recreational 
areas, and business activity. 

The proposal to incorporate U.S. Highway 
60 from Amarillo, Texas to Texico, New Mex
ico with U.S. Highway 70 from their junction 
at Texico to Las Cruces, New Mexico into 
the . National System of Interstate and De
fense Highways is the most common route 
used to travel from the heaviest populated 
areas of the midwest to the El Paso, Texas 
area. It is also the ideal connection between 
the midwest and Southern California. in cold 
weather months. The designation of this 
route on the Interstate System to increase 

ease of ~vel and decrease travel time would 
be of economic value to each city, town and 
village located on the. route, and to the 
traveler as well. 

The portion of this highway from Amaril
lo, Texas to Colvis, New Mexico is :far su
perior to most of the remaining section con:. 
tinuing to Las Cruces, New Mexico. Most con- . 
struction recently completed, and pro
grammed, from Amarmo to the Texas state 
line meets Interstate standards. It largely 
remains a problem within the State of New 
Mexico (U.S. Highway 70) to adopt Inter
state standards. Comparatively speaking, 
rights of way costs would not be excessive in 
all but limited areas. 

The relevance of placing this route on the 
Interstate System to the National Defense 
of the nation should be emphasized. Six im
portant milltary and space installations are 
situated at close proximity on the proposed 
route: Amarillo Air Force ·Base, Amarillo, 
Texas; Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas; 
Cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New Mexico; 
Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, New 
Mexico, White Sands Proving Grounds, Las 
Cruces, New Mexico; NASA, Las Cruces, New 
Mexico. 

Close to the terminus of this route are 
other important milltary installations: The 
Atomic Energy Commission Project at Pan
tex and the largest helium production cen
ter in the United States are both located 
near Amarillo, Texas. El Paso, Texas is the 
home of the U.S. Army Air Defense Center, 
Fort .Bliss, Biggs, Army Air ·Base and Wil
liam Beaumont General Hospital. 

The White Sands Missile Range, New Mex
ico, is the largest all land missile test center 
in the Western Hemisphere and America's 
first of three national ranges. White Sands 
is operated by the Army, for the Department 
of Defense to support . Army, Navy and Air 
Force missile programs, and projects for Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(N.A.S.A.) and other government agencies. 

This 100 mile long-40 mile wide range 
extends from north of El Paso to south of 
Albuquerque, an area of 4,000 square miles 
or 2,560,000 acres (larger than Delaware, 
District of Columbia and Rhode Island com
bined). 

The range was established on July 9, 1945, 
designated National Range by the Depart
ment of Defense in 1952, and the name was 
changed from "White Sands Proving 
Grounds" to "White Sands Missile Range" in 
1958. During the years W.S.M.R. has served 
the three military services as the largest and 
most -highly instrumented overland test 
fac111ty in our free world. 

While missile testing remains W.S.M.R. 
primary function, it also supports technical 
developments by other agencies such a.s the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Department 
of Defense (Advanced Research Projects
Agency, A.R.P.A.) and N.S.A. including Proj
ect Apollo and Mercury. 

Holloman Missile Development Center is 
the outgrowth of Alamogordo Army Air Field 
constructed in 1942. TOday, Holloman con
sists of four major quadrants covering 49,081 
acres containing 1126 buildings. 

The primary importance of highway trans
portation to national defense was recognized 
by the Congress of the United States, with 
the passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956. Paralleling U.S. Highway 70 between 
Amarillo, Texas and Las Cruces, New Mexico 
and El Paso, Texas there are 10 military con
nected installations. The length of this pro
posed route would involve 301 miles in the 
State of New Mexico and 98 miles in Texas, 
for a total of 399 miles. 

Highway tr,ansportation makes every com
munity, regardless of size or accessib11ity, a 
potential arsenal of supply for our forces of 
national defense. This mobllity of manpower, 
supplies and weapons is of indispensible mili
tary importance. The provision of logistical 
support for the military establishment of the 

magnitude now considered necessary, is be"." 
coming increasingly dependent upon high
ways. One cannot deny the importance of 
the designation which would form an im
portant diagonal connection between Inter
state Route 10 and Interstate 25 in New 
Mexico, and Interstate 40 in Texas. 

Population explosion in metropolitan areas 
have created a greater need and demand for 
sun and space contact with nature. Bigger 
paychecks, longer vacations and improved 
transportation are making it possible for 
more people to satisfy that desire. 

It has been estimated on the basis of 
traffic counts that more than 14 million 
visitors came to New Mexico last year and 
left near $400 milllon in our state. That 
was 50 percent more than the total value 
of mineral production in the state in 1965, 
a record year. 

Surveys taken around New Mexico indicate 
that touri.st business will be even greater. 
Visitor counts at State Parks were up almost 
50 percent, and gasoline tax revenues register 
record totals. 

The Land of Enchantment especially serves 
as a year round vacation playground for 
people living in Texas, Oklahoma and Kansas. 
Within 500 miles of the center of New Mexico 
there are 17 metropolitan areas with a total 
population of more than six million people. 
They are eager prospects for the hunting, 
fishing, skiing, water sports, scenic driving, 
picnicking and camping that this state ca.n 
provide in abundance. New Mexico itself has 
changed from a rural to an urban society. 
A generation ago, only a third of this state's 
population lived in urban areas. It is now 
two-thirds and it is estimated that by 1980 
about 75 percent will be residents of cities 
and towns. 

The attracition of new industries and the 
expan&ion of old ones have brightened the 
state's economic picture. Over the years, New 
Mexico has developed a tax structure which 
offers a favorable tax climate for industry. 
New Mexico has the lowest state and local 
per capita tax burden in the west. In 1957 the 
one fourth of one percent gross receipts tax 
on manufacturing was repealed. This was fol
lowed in 1963 with the repeal of the one
eighth percent tax on wholesaling and the 
passage of the Freeport law, which exempts 
all commodities moving in interstate com
merce or stored in 1ihe state by parties out
side of the state, from ad valorem taxation. 
Property tax rates in New Mexico compare 
well on the national basis. The State OOn&ti
tution limits the rate of 20 dollars per thou-. 
sand dollars of valuation for general govern- . 
ment purposes. 

These factors are inducements for indus
try and manufacturing firms to take a sec
ond look at New Mexico. The state's quest 
for industrial expansion is rich in profit po
tential. 

The areas involved in the designation are 
rich in agriculture, cattle feeding, manufac
turing, mining and distribution of goods and 
services. 

The oil industry in New Mexico pays a tax 
bill which is larger than any other industry 
in the state, and most of the oll and gas fields 
and oil and gas production are located in 
southeastern New Mexico. These economic 
operations depend on one point or many 
points on highway transportation. 

Recently an Associated Press survey Indi
cated the nation's new highway system is do
ing for some communities just what the rall
roacl did 100 years ago. Cities along the In
tersta;te Systems a.re growing and nearly ev
erybody agrees that the designation of U.S. 
70 as part of the Interstate System will pro
vide this area with heavy transportation fa
cilities to move materials and products of in
dustry to the market areas. 

The statement of Mr. MONTOYA is as 
follows: 
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LEGISLATION To INCLUDE U.S. HIGHWAY 70, 
LAS- CRUCES, N. MEX. TO AMARILLO, TEx., IN 
INTERSTATE SYSTEM 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, today I intro

duce for appropriate reference a bill to desig
nate approximately 301 miles of U.S. Highway 
70 to New Mexico and approximately 98 miles 
of U.S. Highway 60 in Texas, as part of the 
National Sys·tem of Interstate and Defense 
Highways. Highway 70 runs from Las Cruces, 
New Mexico, througih Clovis, New Mexico, to 
the New Mexico-Texas border. Highway 60 
picks up at this point and runs to Amarillo, 
Texas. 

Mr. Presiident, in 1947, this country engaged 
in one of the most far-reaching and impor
tant ventures which it had ever undertaken 
when, in compliance with Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1944, general locations of 37,700 
miles to city-to-city routes of the Interstate 
System were officially designated. Thus, did 
we begin the vital work of connecting by 
routes as direct as practicable, the principal 
metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial 
centers, to serve the national defense, and 
to connect at suitable border points with 
routes of continental importance in the 
Dominion of Canada and the Republic of 
Mex:ico. 

Since then, the Interstate System designa
tions have been increased to a limitation of 
41,200 miles. AltholJ.gh, when completed, it 
will represent only a little over 1 percent of 
the Nation's total road mileage, it will link 
together more than 90 percent of the cities 
having a population of 50,000 or more, and 
will carry over 20 percent of all highway 
traffic. The importance of this system of 
roads to big and little communities alike, 
to rural and urban communities, and to the 
nation as a whole, cannot be over empha
sized. We are becoming more and more a 
mobile society and the need for an improved 
and expanded road system for our continued 
growth has long been recognized. 

The criteria used by the Bureau of Public 
Roads in the designation of Interstate Sys
tem routes were essentially the same as used 
to determine the system recommended in a 
1944 report, "Interregional Highways" (H. 
Doc. No. 379, 78th Cong., 2d Sess.), made by 
the President's National Interregional High
way Commission. They included: First, im
portance to national defense; second, system 
integration-the value of the route as a con
nector between numerous centers of popula
tion and industry which generate inter
regional traffic; third, importance to Indus
.try-meeting the transportation require
ments of the manufacturing, agricultural, 
mining and forestry enterprises in the area 
traversed; and, fourth, importance to rural 
and urban population. 

I can think of no single highway that 
more adequately meets the above specifica
tions than that highway covered by the leg
islation which I am introducing today. The 
length of the proposed route would involve 
301 miles in the State of New Mexico (U.S. 
Highway 70 from Las Cruces to Clovis) , and 
98 miles in the State of Texas (U.S. Highway 
60 from the New Mexico-Texas border to 
Amarillo, Texas) . It would serve 10 military 
installations which are situated at close 
proximity to the proposed route. Designa
tion of this route would furm an important 
diagonal connection between Interstate 10, 
Interstate 25, and Interstate 40. It would be 
of invaluable economic importance to the 
entire area. It is the most common route 
used to travel from the most populated areas 
of the Texas Panhandle to Las Cruces, New 
Mexico, and El Paso, Texas, and it would 
serve a vast rural area. 

Mr. President, the Highwa·y 70 Interstate 
Association, headquartered in Roswell, New 
Mexico, has done a commendable job in 
bringing this matter to the attention of not 

only the States involved: but to t he entire . 
nation. Much of the · credit for its outstand
ing work must go to Mr. John E. McLelland, 
President of the Association, and Mr. Frank 
J. Kaufmann, Secretary. They have secured 
the endorsement of the State Highway Com
missions of New Mexico and Texas and have 
generated a great deal of interest in this 
proposal. Lastly, but most importantly, I ask 
this Congress to give this measure prompt 
consideration. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] and the Sen
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] be added 
as cosponsors of the bill (S. 3640) to 
establish a commission to study the or
ganization, operation and management 
of the executive branch of the Govern
ment, and to recommend changes neces
sary or desirable in the interest of gov
ernmental efficiency and economy. 

Mr. President, the addition of these 
distinguished Senators raises to 60 the . 
number of Senators who have become 
sponsors of this e:ff ort to revitalize the 
executive branch and improve the quality 
of our governmental services since S. 
3640 was introduced by Senator RrBrcoFF 
and myself just 8 days ago. It is my hope 
that this growing support for executive 
reform will soon be translated into the 
passage of this much-needed legislation 
so that the other body will be able to give 
the matter the consideration it deserves 
before its attention is distracted by the 
fall campaigns. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
77 - CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF ADDI
TIONAL COPIES OF PARTS 1 AND 
2 OF SENATE HEARINGS ON STA
TUS AND FUTURE OF SMALL 
BUSINESS 
Mr. SMATHERS submitted the follow

ing concurrent resolution <S. Con. Res. 
77); which was referred to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration: 

s. CON. RES. 77 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed, with illustrations, for the use of the 
Senate Select Committee on Small Business 
three thousand additional copies each of 
Parts 1 and 2 of hearings before the com
mittee during the Ninetieth Congress, first 
session, entitled "Status and Future of Small 
Business." 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 1968-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <H.R. 17734) making supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur
poses, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

AUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN CON
STRUCTION AT MILITARY IN
STALLATIONS-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 857 THROUGH 864 

Mr. CLARK submitted eight amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill <H.R. 16703) to authorize 
certain construction at military installa
tions, and for other purposes, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 21, 1968, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the enrolled joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 180) to provide franked mail privi
leges for surviving spouses of Members 
of Congress. 

WHAT IS RIGHT WITH AMERICA 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, there is 

much to be said for America today, even 
though the emphasis in the streets, on 
the radio and TV, and in the newspapers 
and magazines of this country seems to 
be laid on what is wrong. And there are 
wrongs still to be righted. Still, if we are 
to look at ourselves with any true per
spective, we must also realize how far 
we have come in recent years. That look 
was taken Wednesday by columnist Ros
coe Drummond in an article which the 
Washington Post headlined, "The Record 
of What's Right in United States Is an 
Impressive One." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Drummond's column be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE RECORD OF WHAT'S RIGHT IN UNrrED 

STATES Is AN IMPRESSIVE ONE 
Hasn't the time come to speak up for 

what's right with America and not center so 
much on what's wrong? 

We think so, and our purpose is not to stop 
reform but to accelerate it. 

Life magazine put this caption on a som
ber editorial: "Wherever We Look, Some
thing's Wrong." 

That is true and needs to be said. There's 
plenty wrong and it is amply visible. But 
there is much that is of good report on the 
American scene today and often it is not 
visible but lost in massive self-deprecation. 
We offer a different caption than Lifes': 
"Wherever We Look, Something's Right." 

We need to se- it and to say it not merely 
to keep things in perspective. There is a 
stronger reason. If we are to succeed in free
ing the aggrieved and the impatient from 
the temptation to yield to violence, we must 
show them that the democratic process in 
America has worked, is working, and can be 
made to work even more effectively. 

The record is impressive. It shows that our 
society and our way of governing is suffi
ciently animate, vital, and productive to 
warrant the conclusion: Don't wreck it, 
use it. 

Take the record on racial justice: 
More wrongs have been righted and more 

things that are just have been achieved in 
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the past decade and a half than were ac
complished over the 90 years from the end 
of the Clvll War to 1954. That was the year 
of the milestone Supreme Court decision 
which began to lay the legal basis in America 
for complete racial justice and equality of 
opportunity. 

Since then every arm of the Federal Gov
ernment-the courts, the Congress, and three 
Presidents-have acted to see that the Con
stitutional writ of equality under the law 
runs to the boundaries of the Nation. 

Except for hard pockets of delay, public 
places are open on an equal basis, the vote 
is assured, and Negroes, with white help and 
white assent, are electing Negroes to posts 
of high governing authority. 

In the last four years the Federal Govern
ment has invested twice as much in educa
tion as it invested in the previous century. 

The Federal Government ls devoting three 
times more resources to health programs this 
year than it did in 1964. 

Job-training programs are being greatly 
expanded. The war on poverty is just begin
ning to pay slgnlflcant dividends. Together 
business and Government a.re committed to 
reducing hardcore unemployed by 500,000 
by 1971. 

The best tribute to the late Rev. Martin 
Luther King, Jr., took only four words. "The 
a.yes have it,'' said the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and the Civil Rights Act 
of 1968, stri~ng down racial barriers in about 
80 per cent of the Nation's housing and pro
viding other protections, became law. 

There is a Justice on the Supreme Court 
who ls Negro. There ls a member of the 
President's Cabinet who ls Negro. Negroes are 
moving steadily into the middle classes and 
in rising numbers are going to college. 

Howard K. Smith, the ABC commentator, 
does not overstate it when he says: "The 

· era of Martin Luther King has made ulti
mate triumph inevitable. Negro impatience 
may obscure it, but in fact tremendous 
forces are at work and cannot be stopped." 

Not enough, many will cry. And they are 
right. But it provides the evidence of things 
to come. It proves that American democratic 
institutions have been productively at work 
to begin to remove the blight of racial dis
crimination. 

The crucial ingredient of success in dis
solving the mood of violence and in acceler
ating racial justice is knowledge of how 
much progress has . been made. To do more 
to overcome what's wrong with America, we 
need to be more aware of what's right with 
America. 

COMMENDATION OF THE FBI FOR 
CAPTURE OF JAMES EARL RAY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, on June 10, 1968, I made brief re
marks in the Senate commending J. 
Edgar Hoover and the FBI for the cap
ture of James Earl Ray, the man sus
pected of killing Martin Luther King. At 
that time, I stated: 

Selfish individuals who do not know the 
true character of Mr. Hoover and his asso
ciates, have blandly asserted their belief that 
Ray would never be captured, implying that 
the FBI did not really want to catch Ray. 

Ralph McGill, the distinguished pub
lisher of the Atlanta Constitution, has 
developed this thought further in a col
umn published in the Evening Star of 
June 20, 1968. He also made some most 
laudatory and deserved comments about 
the FBI. I ask unanimous consent that 
the column be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered tQ be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

- RAY'S CAPTURE STILLS THE SINISTER RUMOR 
Mn.LS 

Another phase of the sickness of our so
ciety, of which petty, petulant cynicism and 
a wish· t.o believe the worst are sympt.oms, 

-was revealed by the capture or' the man sus
pected of killing Dr. Martin Luther King. 

- The arret:it of James Earl Ray came after a 
really brief span of time, all things con
sidered. 

A Bible text may be helpful. Three para
graphs of it begin with Matthew 11: 12. 

"From the days of John the Baptist until 
now, the Kingdom of Heaven suffereth vio
lence and the violent carry it away ... 

"The man who has ears to hear, he must 
use them. 

"But how can I show what the people of 
this generation are like? They are like chil
dren sitting in the market place calling out 
their friends, 'We played at weddings for you 
but you would not dance, and we played at 
funeraJ.t and you would not cry.' For John 
came neither eating nor drinking and they 
said, 'He is a hypocrite and crazy.' Then the 
Son of Man came, enjoying life, and people · 
say, 'Look, a drunkard and a glutton-the 
close friend of the tax collector and the sin-
ners .... " 

Always the doubters--the cynics, the nay
sayers, the makers of false rumors, the 
arousers of suspicion-refuse to accept 
reality. 

King was murdered on April 4. The one 
suspect was arrested in London on June 8. 

Yet, in those few weeks the most amazing, 
corrupting rumors, half-whispered claims of 
"inside information," doubts and evil re
ports were circulated about the Department 
of Jm;tice and, more especially, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

-Some of these false accusations and wholly 
spurious claims of "inside reports" and 
manufactured rumors were set in motion by 
the gaggles of geese that are in all our com
munity ponds. Others were initiated by per
sons of malice or by enemies of the American 
system. Some were set in motion seeking to 
make the Negro have doubt in the integrity 
of the Department of Justice. 

The more commonly circulated false ru
mors and Iles were these: 

1. The FBI doesn't want to catch the man 
because the FBI didn't like King. 

2. The FBI (or "the government") doesn't 
want to capture Ray because if he ls caught 
there will be released something so monstrous 
it can't be allowed to become public. 

3. The suspect is already dead. The persons 
who hired him to murder have already killed 
him to keep him from talking and the FBI 
knows it and wants it left that way. 

4. There were other lesser, but equally silly, 
claims that "they" told to the gullible. These 
included claims that the FBI hired only 
Catholics. "They" also said the FBI was 
made up of Southerners who didn't like col
ored people-and so on and on, ad nauseum. 

J. Edgar Hoover's rebuke to King grew out 
of King's repeating the charge told him by 
someone who claimed to "know" it was true, 
that the FBI was composed of red-neck 
Southerners who didn't try to protect civil 
rights workers. (When King was killed 
"they" spread stories he had made "millions," 
he had vast amounts of insurance, and so 
on.) 

It ls surprising how many persons do not 
understand the legalisms that restrict the 
FBI t.o investigative work connected with 
violations of federal law. The Bureau ls not 
a police force. The FBI was, for example, 
largely impotent in the civil rights area until 
Congress enacted federal laws. 

It ls a tribute to J. Edgar Hoover and the 
almost incredible expertise of his bureau 
that they have done so tremendous a job in 
the area of federal law enforcement and de
tection, The FBI very likely ls the most ex-

pert research and. investigative bureau in 
the world. Maybe it has a peer-but no 
superior. 

While the geese-flock known as "they" 
were whispering that they "knew" the FBI 
was not trying to find James Earl Ray, a 
massive force of men and research detection 
was at work in 50 states, in Mexico and 
Canada. 

The gossipy geese wlll be quiet for a brief 
time-but they soon will be at it again. 
Nothing ever stops them-not even the 
truth. 

MICHIGAN LEGISLATURE AND 
TRADE 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to invite the attention of the 
Senate to a resolution which was recent
ly introduced in the Michigan Legisla
ture expressing opposition to import 
quotas, calling on Congress to liberalize 
the adjustment assistance provisions of 
the Trade Expansion Act, and urging 
Congress to support all eft'orts to remove 
all nontarift' barriers at home and 
abroad. 

I commend the authors, Senators Bur
sley, chairman of the Michigan State 
Committee on International Commerce; 
Stamm, Hart, Youngblood, Bouwsma, 
and Brown for this action and hope that 
other State legislators will take similar 
action. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
resolution printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 22 
A concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United States regarding 
the imposition of import quotas on major 
commodity areas 
Whereas, The State of Michigan is vitally 

concerned with a healthy growth in its ex
ports which already total $2.5 billion annual· 
ly including $150 million of Michigan agri· 
cultural products; and 

Whereas, The United States has pursued a 
30-year foreign trade policy leading t.o freer 
interchange of goods between nations and a 
rising standard of living for all and has led 
the Free World in substantial tariff reduc
tions at GATT and desires to preserve the 
gains made in that historic series of negoti
ations; and 

Whereas, the country today ls faced with: 
(a) the grave threat that congressional leg
islation backed by special-interest protec
tionist forces could reverse our favorable and 
growing foreign trade balance-a United 
States foreign policy disaster, and (b} moves 
now afoot to restrict imports-in most cases 
by quotas-which would embroil the United 
States in a costly trade war, and (c) with the 
imposition of import quotas on major com
modity areas such as steel, lead, zinc, textiles, 
chemicals, petroleum and meat which would 
inevitably and positively lead to reciprocal 
action by foreign countries creating bar
riers against the United States and Michi
gan exports; and 

Whereas, The imposition of quotas would 
result in higher prices for millions of United 
States and Michigan consumers and thereby 
contribute to inflationary pressures and such 
import quotas would endanger billions of 
dollars of United States exports worsening 
our balance of payments position and inevit
ably increase government controls over in
dustry and threaten individual enterprise; 
and 
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Whereas, Other positive actions can be 

taken by the Congress to assist American 
and Michigan industries unfairly injured by 
foreign imports; now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
be urged to defeat any legislation imposing 
import quotas and restricting world trade; 
that the Congress liberalize the adjustment 
assistance provisions of Title III of the Trade 
Expansion Act by making it easier for the 
Tariff Commission to find injury for this 
purpose and by providing more liberal loans, 
tax benefits and retraining programs for 
workers in the firms or sectors of industry 
seriously injured by imports; and that the 
Congress support all efforts to remove some 
of the nontariff barriers at home and abroad 
seriously imparing world trade; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be transmitted to the President of the Unit
ed States, to the President of the Senate, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and to each member of the Michigan dele
gation to the Congress of the United States. 

Pursuant to rule 32, the concurrent resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on Sen
ate Business. 

FffiEARMS CONTROL LEGISLATION 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 

demand for :firearms control seems to be 
rolling like a ball. Recently, the Portales 
News Tribune published two editorials 
written by Gordon Greaves. I feel that 
these two editorials were considered 
carefully. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Portales News-Tribune, June 10, 

1968] 
GUNS AND JUSTICE 

This country has nutured the fiction that 
Americans have depended upon the guns in 
the closet for their rights. 

This isn't true, and rarely ever was true. 
Men simply can't be productive if they have 
to be constantly on the alert to shoot down 
the rascals among them. 

Our country is founded upon the respect 
for law and order, and we delegate to our 
policemen the business of capturing dan
gerous men. Rarely has it been necessary to 
organize a posse for this purpose. In this 
day and time with networks of police com
munications, radio patrol cars, and organiza
tion, there should seldom be any need for 
a man to own a gun for self protection. Far 
more innocent people are killed by the guns 
that they keep for protection than felons 
who are the justification of such weapons. 

So we can't understand, on the theory 
that the right to own ·a gun ls infringed if 
we require that gun to be registered why 
we don't require everyone to register all his 
guns, simply to provide a means by which 
criminals may be more easily traced. 

We register our automobiles, and our radio 
transmitters, and use them only under 
clearly defined rules. Is there anything more 
basic to the right to own a gun than an 
automobile? 

We acknowledge that registration of guns 
wouldn't likely cut down on crime by any 
notable amount. But it would simplify the 
job of police in tracing the origin of murder 
weapons, just as it did in the case of the 
assassination of Sen. Robert F. Kennedy. It 
is possible now for gun serial numbers to be 
computerized on national networks so that 
any gun can be identified within minutes 
after its number is put into the network. 

We have great respect for those who own 
guns for sporting purposes, and for those 
who are members of the National Rifie As-

sociation. But we don't think that their right 
to own and use guns would be infringed 
upon by a tight gun registration law, both 
state and national. 

Those who quote the Second amendment 
to the U.S. constitution as justification 
against requirements of registrations of 
weapons don't read all of the amendment. It 
says: 

"A well-regulated m111tia being necessary 
to the security of a free state, the right of 
the people to keep and bear arms shall not 
be infringed." 

That amendment was adopted at a time 
when the fledgling nation distrusted the idea 
of a standing army, and counted on men to 
spring to the defense of their country with 
their long rifles when danger came. This 
type of defense has never worked in America. 
We have never been able to rely on arms kept 
behind the kitchen door to meet a national 
challenge. 

So it is time that we faced up to the 
realities of 20th century living, in which . 
millions of unregistered pistols, sawed off 
shotguns, rifles, and even bazookas are readily 
available to any criminal. 

We ought to reserve the fiction of per
sonally enforced justice with a gun as a 
relic for the late-late TV shows. 

[From the Portales News-Tribune, June 14, 
1968] 

GUN CONTROL, AGAIN 

Americans who cherish the idea that the 
gun in the closet is a peculiarly American 
right, owe it to themselves to look at the 
facts. 

The statistics have been available all along, 
but have received attention only since the 
murder of Sen. Robert Kennedy. 

President Johnson quoted these figures 
in his appeal to the nation a week ago, but 
they bear rep ea ting: 

Each year in the United States guns are 
involved in more than 6,500 murders. This 
compares to 30 in England, 99 in Canada, 
68 in West Germany and 37 in Japan. 

And if that figure doesn•t shake you, con
sider that in addition to murders, guns were 
responsible in 1966 for 10,000 suicides and 
2,600 accidental deaths in the U.S. 

The most startling figure of all is that 
more Americans have died from privately 
owned guns since 1900 than from all the 
wars that have ever been fought by tJie 
United states. 

Americans need to grow up in their at
ti tude about fl.rearms, and concede that wh"en 
it comes to protection, a gun in the home 
is of questionable value. For every gun 
owned by a person who knows how to use it 
effectively without danger to innocent peo
ple, there are scores laying about the house 
within reach of immature persons who have 
had no training in the use of a we.apon. 

But the idea persists, through our Western 
folklore, that a man riding into town with a 
gun slung from his belt, can resolve perplex
ing problems. This wasn't true even in the 
Old West. The first act of responsible law 
enforcement in raw plains towns like Portales 
was to require persons coming into town to 
leave their guns with the sheriff. 

Then what type of gun control law does 
this nation need to take this step toward 
civ111zed conduct? 

Consider the assassins of the three Amer
icans whose deaths has raised this issue. 

One was an ex-Marine who received a dis
charge under other than honorable condi
tions. Another was an escaped convict, who 
had been convicted of armed robbery. The 
third was an alien. 

Certainly as a minimum we should expect 
that gun control laws should prevent these 
three types from possession of any sort of 
fl.rearm. 

In the case of the assassin o! President 
Kennedy the rifle with telescopic sight was 

ordered by mail and delivered to a fictitlous 
name with no questions asked. Certainly it 
is not too much to expect that better con
trol of the sale of fl.rearms should be expected. 
If isn't clear that better control of the sale 
of fl.rearms should be expected. It isn•t clear 
how James Ray, the escaped convict obtained 
the Remington 30.06. He was a felon who 
would have been subject to arrest with or 
without a gun, and possession of a gun would 
have made him liable to further prosecution, 
so his case 1S perhaps not pertinent to the 
current discussion. 

But the 8-shot Iver Johnson revolver used 
by Sirhan Sirhan was originally registered, 
and was quickly traced through three owners. 
The question in this case is whether anyone 
should be permitted to own a gun of this 
type. If so, it would appear prud~nt to require 
to have them list their possession of the gun 
with the local police and not to be permitted 
to sell it without knowledge of the police. 

What type of gun control law would re
duce the carnage in America? 

Great Britain does not permit anyone un
der 14 to buy or possess any kind of gun. 
Handgun permits are issued almost exclu
sively for use on the pistol range. Sportsmen 
have little difficulty in securing licenses for 
use of shotguns, and 4500 shooting clubs 
flourish in the British Isles. 

The National Observer sister publication 
of the Wall Street Journal, notes that "In 
Britain, the homicide rate per 100,000 per• 
sons runs one-eighth the rate in the U.S.; 
the rate for robbery one-tenth the U.S. rate: 
and the rate for aggravated assault one• 
seventeenth. 

When 5,126 Americans were being murder
ed by fl.rearms in 1963, only 24 Britons were 
dying by the same means. 

The Observer points out that the murder 
of 3 British policemen recently received 
worldwide attention, and resulted in a six
year sentence for the man who four months 
before the murder sold the pistols to the 
murderers. In the same year more than 100 
policemen in the U.S. were murdered by fire
arms and occasioned little attention. 

The National Observer makes a comparison 
within the U.S. that should answer some of 
the critics of gun control law. 

New York has the most stringent gun 
control laws in the nation. The Sullivan 
Law requires citizens to obtain licenses to 
possess handguns even in their homes or 
places of business. 

And New York's homicide rate ls the low
est in the nation-4.8 per 100,000. The rate 
is one-third that of Houston, Texas. 

FORMER NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIA
TION OFFICIAL SPEAKS OUT 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a former 
National Rifle Association editor yester
day exposed the National Rifle Associa
tion as the shallow, irresponsible, and 
fraudulent organization which we, who 
have been dealing with it over the years, 
have long known it to be. 

James B. Stenson, a former associate 
editor of the American Rifleman, the 
NRA's official journal, wrote a letter to 
the editor of the Washington Post in 
which he gives us an insider's view of this 
powerful organization. 

First, Mr. Stenson points out that the 
NRA does not speak for the gun owners 
of this country. He insists, as I have al
ways claimed, that the overwhelming 
majority of hunters, sportsmen, and 
shooters supports effective :firearms legis
lation. 

Mr. Stenson gets at the real heart of 
the appalling irresponsibllity of this 
powerful lobby when he states: 
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Let me testify that thousands CY! NRA 

members have been influenced by a campaign 
of emotionalism, innuendo, and distortion 
of fact. 

Then after pointing out a couple of 
examples of NRA distortion, Mr. Stenson 
explains: 

The point .that I am trying to make is th,a.t 
the members of our Congress are up against 
a sheer act of collective will, and nothing 
more. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of Mr. Stenson's en
lightening letter be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
wa.s ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 20, 

1968) 
A FORMER NRA EDITOR WRITES 

Within the past week, the leaders of the 
National Rifie Association have sent a notice 
to every one of the organization's nearly 1 
million members, warning that "the right of 
sportsmen in the United States to obtain, 
own and use firearms for proper lawful pur
poses is in the greatest jeopardy in the his
tory of our country." The notice calls for 
"immediate action." That immediate action 
has resulted, or will result soon, in an ava
lanche of emotional and vindictive mail to 
members Of Congress demanding defeat of 
the Administration's proposed gun controls 
(S. 3604, S. 3605, H.R. 17'i35). 

As a former associate editor with The 
American Rifleman, the NRA's official jour
nal, I testify that the leadership of the NRA 
does not speak for more than a fraction of 
the gun owners in this country. The over
whelming majority of hunters, sportsmen, 
and shooters support effective gun controls 
at all levels of government. 

During my tenure with The Rifleman, I 
came to know the NRA's official position
and the facts and statistics on which it is 
based-as well as any other member of the 
Association or any of the Association's many 
critics. Let me testify that thousands of 
NRA members have been infiuenced by a 
campaign of emotionalism, innuendo, and 
distortion of fact. For example, the NRA 
leadership has asserted that less than 4 per 
cent at all crime involves firearms. This fig
ure is computed by grouping the several score 
thousand "personal crimes" (homicide, ag
gravated assault armed robbery, etc.) to
gether with nearly a million "property 
crimes" (larceny over $50, auto theft, bur
glary, etc.). The former group nearly always 
involves a weapon; the second does not. 

It has been further asserted that figures 
concerning criminal abuse of rifles and shot
guns have been exaggerated; that, in fact, 
"only 7 per cent of murders last year were 
committed with rifles and only 9 per cent 
with shotguns" (Rifleman editorial, Oct. 
1967.) This is true, and it is quoted correctly 
from the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports. How
ever, that sum of ' 16 per cent represents the 
tragic and senseless loss of nearly 900 peo
ple's lives. 

NRA members have been told that the 
Administration's proposed legislation would 
mean "serious inconvenience" to individuals 
in remote areas because they could not re
ceive firearms in interstate commerce. What 
they have not been told is that under the 
Dodd-Geller proposals, any law-abiding citi
zen could order a firearm from another state 
through his local gun dealer. The ordinary 
citizen would not be hindered by this situa
tion but the criminal or youngster would be. 
(There are documented cases of junior high 
school students ieceiving rifles by mail order 
without their parents• knowledge.) 

The point I am trying to make is that the 
members of our Congress are up against a 

sheer act of collective will, and nothing more. 
Any right has its commensurate respons1-
blllties. But the right to bear arms, guaran
teed in the Constitution, w111 remain a shape
less abstraction if this Congress does not set 
its limits this year with reasonable and en
forceable legislation. 

If NRA members choose to accept uncrit
ically what is told to them about this pro
posed legislation, that is their concern. But 
if they presume-or are presumed-to speak 
for the majority of gun owners in this coun
try, then it is everyone's concern to speak 
up forcefully and set matters straight. Of 
the more than 13,000 pieces of legislation 
submitted to this Congress, only a handful 
deal with matters of life or death. It is ur
gent that effective firearms laws be passed 
this session without further delay. 

JAMES B. STENSON. 
WASHINGTON. 

"MAN: AN ENDANGERED SPE
CIES?"-A DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR REPORT 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, of all the 

voices raised on behalf of an embattled 
environment, none has been more in
sistent, more urgent, more persuasive 
than that of Stewart L. Udall, Secretary 
of the Interior. 

The measure of usefulness for a warn
ing cry is how many persons take heed. 
National news media are notoriously 
blase about voices of alarm, especially if 
they issue from Government sources. So 
it is doubly impressive when an accolade 
for a Government publication comes un
solicited from a nationwide press service 
such a.s United Press International. 

In a review that ran to 16 inches of 
newsprint, the UPI singled out "Man: An 
Endangered Species?" for special com
ment. UPI describes the "blunt new In
terior Department report" and quotes at 
length from the foreword by Secretary 
Udall, "a leading warrior against all 
forms of pollution." The publication can 
be purchased fro~ the Superintendent 
of Documents, Washington, D.C. 20402, 
for $1.50. 

In praise of a singularly praiseworthy 
Government publication, I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the United Press International 
story about Interior's Conservation Year
book No. 4, "Man: An Endangered 
Species?" 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the San Francisco Sunday Examiner 

& Chronicle, May 19, 1968) 
CREEPING UGLINESS OF AMERICA-BLUNT 

REPORT FROM UDALL 
WASHINGTON.-Man, unique among living 

things in his power to reason, has made him
self an "endangered species" by mindlessly 
letting his environment be ruined. 

This is the conclusion of a blunt new In
terior Department report which says human
kind is threatened with extinction because 
of the twin dangers of overpopulation and 
unbridled technology. 

The report decries "the diminishing qual
ity, the creeping vulgarity and ugliness of 
those environmental components which man 
must look at, listen to, work with, and play 
in." 

PEOPLE SECOND 
Interior Secretary Stewart L. Udall, a lead

ing warrior against all forms of pollution, 
set the tone for the annual report in a fore
word which says: 

"There is an insidious logic that implies 
that men must adapt to machines, not ma
chines to men; that production, speed, nov
elty, progress at any price must come first, 
and people second; that mechanization may 
be pushed as far as human endurance will 
allow." 

This ignores experience, Udall says, whicl;. 
teaches that new strains and pressures and 
discomforts should not be added to an al
ready high-pressure world. He charges tr.at 
"certain brilliant men" are so engrossed in 
engineering techniques that they have lost 
sight of their own species. 

This race for superproductivity whe·re the 
"gross national product is our holy grail; 
the economists and statisticians its keepers" 
ignores the little things that add joy to every
day living, Udall says. 

These "little things" might include a tran
quility index, a cleanliness index and a pri
vacy index to go along with statistics on such 
things as auto output, steel production and 
housing starts. 

PROSPERITY OF SPIRIT 
"Our goal should be to accomplish both 

full production and the full life," the secre
tary wrote, "a national prosperity that will 
include prosperity of the human spirit. 

"The time has come for us to evolve an 
ecology of man in harmony with the con
stantly unfolding ecologies of other living 
things. We need a man-centered science 
which will seek to determine the interrela
tionships of life interrelationships whose un
derstanding will enhance the condition of 
man." 

Calling for continued efforts to rid the air 
and water of pollution, to preserve diminish
ing open spaces and to otherwise make man's 
environment more livable, the report says 
man should "exercise control-over himself, 
first, and then over his tools." 

It says recent conservation legislation 
amounts to "an apology to the past and a 
pledge to the future ... it faces up to our 
vanishing open spaces, our murky air and 
dying waters, our shrinking resources and en
dangered wildlife. It is a bread and butter 
letter to our environment. 

"The warning is clear," the conservation 
yearbook says. "While we in~ulge in worthy, 
earnest, but nevertheless limited enterprises 
such as saving the whooping cranes, we fail 
to notice our growing eligibility for the title 
'endangered species.' " 

IMMUNITY OF STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES FROM 
FEDERAL TAXATION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on April 

29 I voiced my opposition to five major 
proposals which have been presented to 
the Senate and which would either re
peal outright or encourage the waiver of 
the long-standing immunity of State and 
local government activities from Federal 
taxation. 

One of these proposals, Senators will 
recall, would revoke the tax-exempt 
status of industrial development bonds. 
Another would terminate the exemption 
of State and local governments from the 
Federal excise tax on domestic air travel; 

More important are three pending ad
ministration bills introduced in March. 
I ref er to three guarantee-subsidy bills, 
S. 3206, S. 3165, and S. 3170, which pro
ceed upon the theory that it is preferable 
to remove the exemption from the Fed
eral income tax from holders of bonds 
issued by state and local governments if 
the Federal Government will guarantee 
the worth of the bonds and will sub
sidize State and local governments for 
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the difference between the interest these 
governments would have to pay on tax
able bonds and the local interest rate 
paid on tax-exempt bonds. 

As I have stated previously, these five 
proposals, taken together, would have an 
urgent and serious effect upon the finan
cial integrity and autonomy of State 
and local governments. The five propos
als would transfer to the Federal Gov
ernment the decisionmaking power of 
local government activities. In my view, 
the independence of local governments 
should not be destroyed in this manner 
by the establishment of Federal guaran
tees, Federal subsidies, Federal guide
lines, and, as the inevitable result, Fed
eral control. 

During the past few weeks there have 
been several important developments 
with regard to these five propasals. The 
Senate recently passed, as an amend
ment to what is now the Revenue and 
Expenditure Control Act of 1968, the 
proposal which would eliminate the tax
exempt status of industrial development 
bonds. The Senate-House conference 
committee is recommending that the 
tax-exempt status be retained on bonds 
to $1 million. In my opinion, the amend
ment passed by the Senate should be re
placed with a $5 million limit on the size 
of tax-exempt industrial development 
bonds. This would permit industrial de
velopment and at the same time prevent 
aibuses claimed by the Treasury Depart
ment. 

Following my remarks on April 29, I 
received voluminous correspondence in 
support of opposition to repeal or waiver 
of the immunity of State and local gov
ernment activities from Federal taxation. 
This correspondence has come from Gov
ernors, mayors, chambers of commerce, 
and other State and local government 
officials, Democratic and Republican, 
Conservative and Liberal. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing letters be placed in the RECORD 
at this point as a demonstration of the 
substantial opposition to these five pro
posals: a letter from Ehlers & Associ
ates, Inc., a financial consulting firm; a 
letter from the National League of Cities; 
a letter from California Governor Ronald 
Reagan; from New York Governor Nel
son Rockefeller; from Tennessee Gover
nor Buford Ellington; and from North 
Dakota Governor William L. Guy. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EHLERS AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
Minneapolis, Minn., May 22, 1968. 

Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
Senator from Tennessee, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BAKER: Thank you for your 
reply to my letter concerning removal of tax 
exemption of interest on municipal bonds. 
I have ree.d with great interest your address 
.reported in The Congressional Record of 
April 29, 1968. 

There seems to be some general misun
derstanding concerning bond ratings and the 
ability of smaller unit.s of local government 
to secure funds for capital improvements. 
It is true that bonds of most communities 
are not rated, but this is mostly because 
their debt is under $600,000 which ls the 
cutoff point for the most prom.inent rating 
service. However, this does not mean that 

these communities do not receive bids on 
their bonds. In our experience as municipe.l 
finance consultants (we are not dealers), 
we. have had very aggressive competitive 
bidding on many non-rated issues. 

In these cases, usually because of the 
small size of the issues, bidding interest 
usually come from regional dealers and banks, 
but the bidding ls usually lively and, as we 
have said, we have yet to find a community 
unable to finance a well-planned local im
provement. 

The point ls that a lack of a rating does 
not mean that a community's bonds are not 
salable. In fact, non-rated bonds often re
ceive better bids than rated bonds. 

A central, federal rating service would 
have to gain the investors confidence and, 
even if it were established, many investors 
would still want the opinion of private, in
dependent and knowledgeable rating serv
ices. I fail to see how a federal bond raiting 
service would change anything. 

To help you in the ratings areas we are 
enclosing a bond rating booklet in which 
the statistics are about three years old and 
which ls concei:ned particularly with Min
nesota ratings. While this perhaps points up 
some problems with bond ratings, we should 
add that in recent yea.rs a number of Min
nesota ratings have been raised. While pri
vate rating services have been historically 
conservative, we have found them amenable 
to new facts and agrumeillts and, when a good 
case has been made, they do upgrade ratings. 
Many of the rating problems stem from fail
ure of communities to properly plan their 
financing or failure to report the facts to 
the rating services. 

Thanking you for your interest, I am 
Very truly yours, 

ROBERT L. EHLERS. 

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, 
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1968. 

Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BAKER: Your statement of 
April 29th to the Senate on the Federal attack 
on municipal tax exemptions was excellent. 

We have been shocked by the summary 
fashion in which this Congress has proceeded 
without hearings to remove the tax exempt 
status of certain municipal ir.dustrial de
velopment bonds and to eliminate the exemp
tion of municipalities from certain travel 
taxes. 

The immediate impact of these ac·tlons on 
local finance and development ls significant. 
Far more serious is the precedent established; 
a precedent which you state so well in your 
address to the Senate. You are a.s right a.s 
you can be when you state that the future 
is told in the identification of "good" local 
government purposes utilized by the Ribicoff 
Amendment on Industrial Development 
Bonds. Should this trend continue, the role 
of state, and particularly local government, 
will be reduced to that of a puppet for the 
Federal government. Further, this nation has 
recognized since the ill-fated attempt to 
establish a union under The Articles of Con
federation that the la.ck of power to control 
financial resources can negate any other au
thority government may possess. Cities are 
well aware that home rule without the power 
to finance the local choice of policy ls mean
ingless. 

There is no question but that the rapidly 
expanded use of industrial development 
bonds has been creating a problem for the 
municipal bond market and has added to the 
revenue problem of the Treasury. It is not, 
however, the Treasury's prerogative to write 
the Federal tax policy. It was, therefore, dis
turbing to witness the Senate rejecting the 
Treasury regulation, and then, without ex
ploring the source or the implications of the 
Ribicoff Amendment, adopt another Treasury 
written proposal. 

We have confidence that when the full im-

pact of this action comes to the attention of 
Congress, it wm proceed expeditiously with 
substantive hearings to review the entire 
policy. 

We appreciate your interest and concern. 
Your statement should be widely read and 
accordingly we plan to reproduce it for dis
tribution to approximately 1200 key munic
ipal leaders around the country. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN E. PRITCHARD, Jr., 
Assistant Executive Director. 

STATE OF NEW YORK, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 

Albany, May 27, 1968. 
Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington,D.C. 

DEAR HOWARD: Thank you for sending me a 
copy of your address before the Senate on 
measures now pending in Congress regard
ing state and local tax immunity. 

It is an excellent statement. I congratulate 
you on the concise and comprehensive way 
in which you covered these extremely im
portant areas. 

Since my earlier statements on this sub
ject in connection with the Water Quality 
Improvement Act hearings, I have been par
ticularly concerned that Congress may be 
contemplating action which would seriously 
undermine important job development, hous
ing and urban core rehab111tation programs 
in New York by removing the present tax 
exemption from the bonds for such purposes. 
In this connection, I am enclosing, for your 
information, a copy of my May twenty-sixth 
telegram to the members of the House-Senate 
Committee on H.R. 15414 regarding this vital 
question. 

Thank you for writing. 
Sincerely, 

NELSON. 

TENNESSEE EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Nashville, May 15, 1968. 

Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR How ARD: Thank you for your letter 
of May 3 with which you enclosed a copy 
of your statement made on the Senate floor 
and relating to certain measures now pend
ing in Congress on the subject of the present 
immunity of state and local governments 
from federal taxation. 

I entirely concur in your concern relative 
to efforts to eliminate or modify this im
munity. The principle of governmental im
munity is most important and is one of the 
bastions of state autonomy and integrity. 

As you know from IX).Y recent wire to you, 
I am strongly opposed to the elimination of 
a tax-exempt status of state and local in
du1trial bonds, but believe that if some modi
fication appears to be indicated, a realistic 
maximum should be set on the amount of 
each issue so as to insure that industrial 
development will not be hampered or limited. 

Very truly yours, 
BUFORD ELLINGTON. 

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 

Bismarck, May 10, 1968. 
Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Jr., 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Offlce Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BAKER: I agree with you that 
the tax . exempt feature of state and local 
government bond issues should be main
tained. This system has resUlted in a remark
able growth in public !acllities at the local 
level. 

I would be opposed to any device which 
might make local bonding subject to federal 
influence or control. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM L. GUY, 

Governor. 



June 21, _ 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-~ SENATE 18235-
STATE 01' CALD'ORNIA, 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, May 23, 1968. 

Hon. HOWARD H. BAKER, Ja., 
U.S. Senator, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR! Thank you for your 
letter Of M.ay 3 calling my attention to five 
measures now before the Congress which 
would circumvent the powers of state and 
local governments by centralizing more con
trol in federal agencies. 

You perhaps know of my strong opposition 
to the removal of governmental power from 
local communities to the state and federal 
governments. I am thoroughly convinced tha.t 
the citizenry are most capable of managing 
their own affairs. 

California's opposition to repeal of the air 
travel tax exemption allowed state and local 
·governmen-ts has been transmitted to our 
congressional delegation by Deputy Director 
of Fina.nee, Edgar M. Gillenwaters, of Cali
fornia's Washington, D.C. otnce. This is being 
handled through direct con tact with our 
Senators and Representatives. 

With regard to the tax exempt status of 
revenue bonds, neither the State nor the 
localities in Qalifornia have utilized this 
method of financing facilities to be leased 
to private corporations. There is, in fact, a 
legal prohibition against this so far as pri
vate corporations are concerned. In addition, 
it has been our position that subsidies of this 
type are inequitable and uneconomic. In ef
fect, some firms are given a competitive ad-

. vantage over others in matters of investment 
required or tax liability. 

I plan to ask the tax reform commission, 
which I recently announced, to study the 
problems relating to bond financing of state 
and local facilities. This will include the 
matter of tax exempt status Of such obliga
tions and the advantages or disadvantages 
which might result from elimination of this 
exemption on a reciprocal basis by the federal 
rand state governments. 

Thank you, again, for your thoughtful con
sideration in bringing these matters to my 
attention. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN, 

Governor. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in spite of 
the overwhelming opposition to these 
proposals, it has in the last few weeks be
come quite clear that the Treasury De
partment is eager to establish a system 
of federally guaranteed and subsidized 
taxable bonds. On May 16, officials of 
Treasury met privately with various rep
resentatives of State and local govern
ments to discuss Treasury's position on 
the proposed Water Quality Act, one of 
the three Federal guarantee-subsidy bills. 
I have been in contact with several peo
ple who attended this meeting, and they 
have informed me that Treasury indi
cated that it would not support a pro
posal which would permit a State or local 
government to issue a tax-exempt bond 
for the entire amount of a water pollu
tion project. Also, at this meeting Treas
ury acknowledged that if this bill were 
passed, a number of other Federal as
sistance programs might be patterned 
after it. In other words, Treasury clearly 
indicated that it would use the provi
sion in the Water Quality Act as a prece
dent. 

This intention was publicly stated by 
~istant Secretary of the Treasury 
Stahley S. Surrey in a speech in New 
York to the Mun1c1pe.l Forum on June 13, 

as reported in the New York Times and 
Wall Street Journal of June 14. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the articles from the New York 
Times and the Wall Street Journal be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, June 14, 1968] 
TREASURY AIDE HERE PRESSES NEW PLAN To 

FINANCE CrrIES 

A high-ranking Treasury official advocated 
in great detail yesterday a new Federal pro
posal for financing such local government 
projects as antipollution facilities, low
income housing, urban development and 
mass transit. 

Stanley S. Surrey, Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, strongly backed what he described 
as "a new type of joint venture by the Federal 
and state and local governments for these 
social projects," a method, he said, that 
would benefit all involved. 

Under the proposal put forth by Mr. Sur
rey, local governments would sell taxable 
bonds instead of the tax-exempt securities 
they now offer. The Federal Government 
would pay part of the principal and inter
est on the bonds, keeping the cost to the 
local government at least as low as it would 
be if tax-exempt bonds were sold. 

Mr. Surrey spoke at a luncheon meeting 
of the Municipal Forum of New York, a group 
of leading tax-exempt bond dealers, many of 
whom are staunchly opposed to the sug
gested new method of financing local govern
ment fac111ties. 

According to Mr. Surrey, demands for Fed
eral financed assistance will increase in
sistently over the years ahead, while the 
volume of money available for investment 
in tax-exempt bonds will remain "relatively 
inelastic." A sudden rapid increase in the 
volume of state and municipal bonds .. would 
send interest rates rising on all new tax
exempts," the Treasury otncial asserted. 

U all Federal financial assistance were sup
plemented with local government funds on 
some matching basis, it could mean "tens of 
billions of dollars added to the municipal 
bond market," he predicted. 

With tight Federal budgets likely for years 
to come and with local needs that "must not 
be postponed," the Treasury could make its 
money go further by paying part of the debt 
service of local government bonds sold to 
finance their projects, Mr. Surrey said. 

The financing method, which has already 
been proposed to Congress as a way to start 
an increased number of antipollution proj
ects, would cause no increase in costs to the 
Federal Government, Mr. Surrey said. 

Mr. Surrey was critical of the practice of 
tax-exempt charitable organizations acquir
ing businesses through the financing tech
nique of having the purchase price paid out 
of the profits of the acquired business. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 14, 
1968] 

CERTAIN AmLINE.;EQUIPMENT LEASING SETUPS 
MAY BE ILLEGAL, HIGH TREASURY AIDE 
SAYS 

A high Treasury official expressed doubt 
that certain airline-equipment lease arrange
ments are legal under the tax laws. 

Stanley S. Surrey, assistant secretary for 
tax policy, told the Municipal Forum of New 
York that "the sole motivating force" behind 
such airplane-investment syndicates is the 
prospect of switching tax benefits "from the 
airline to a group of higher bracket taxpay
ers." 

The greatest profits, he said, "go to those 
who would otherwise pay taxes at the highest 
rates-which is just the opposite of the way 

one would expect a progressive income tax 
to function." But, he added, "a real ques
tion emerges as to whether the transaction 
would be sustained by the courts under 
existing tax provisions.•• 

As described in detail by The Wall Street 
Journal March 1, the complex plans basically 
enable wealthy investors to save on personal 
income taxes by receiving the depreciation 
deductions and investment credits that the 
airline would get if it bought the plane out
right. Because the airline would pay a maxi
mum tax rate of 48% and the individuals 
might be in the 60%-to-70% tax brackets, 
Mr. Surrey said, the individuals "can make 
better use of the tax benefits." 

Whether the Treasury will act against any 
lease plans hasn't been decided, an aide in 
Washington said. If officials should decide 
that certain plans are illegal, he added, they 
would have a ditncult job drawing a line be
tween them and many other lease transac
tions. It is "obvious," the aide said, that the 
criticisms don't apply to the normal activi
ties of equipment-leasing companies, as tax 
savings clearly aren't their major motive. 

The arrangements being questioned by the 
Treasury, officials said, aren't limited to air
craft but also exist in railroad equipment, 
computers and in "other expensive personal 
property." The magnitudes involved in syn
dicate-leasing activities aren't known, they 
said. Nor, they added. has it been determined 
if any challenge to the criticized practices 
would come through regulation by the In
ternal Revenue Service or through asking 
Congress for legislation. 

In his speech, Mr. Surrey said many such 
tax preferences that "today create severe 
unfairness" in our tax system aren't the re
sult of laws passed by Congress but are 
blamed on "a Treasury regulation or admin
istrative ruling, ill-considered or ill-con
ceived at the ti.me" or "handed down to meet 
a legitimate problem and then, in turn, it
self distorted.'' 

In another area, Mr. Surrey proposed the 
elimination of the tax-exempt feature on 
certain bonds of states and localities issued 
to finance social projects, such as antipollu
tion fac111ties, low-income housing and mass 
transit. Interest on bonds of states and lo
calities currently 1s free of tax to investors, · 
and thus commands a lower rate. 

Mr. Surrey contended. however, that con
tinued use of tax exempts to finance an ex
pected vast expansion of social-project 
spending could result in a sharp increase 
in tax-exempt interest rates in general. Mr. 
Surrey said he 1s also concerned that be
cause these projects usually are aided with 
direct Federal grants, a lack of Federal 
funds could lead to the postponement of 
many worthwhile programs. 

The Treasury official proposed, in view of 
all these factors, that localities issue special 
fully taxable bonds to finance social proj
ects. Under this approach, he explained, the 
U.S. would share with the locality in pay
ing part of the interest and principal of the 
bond. It would also give the locality an in
terest subsidy to make up the difference be
tween the usually lower interest cost of tax 
exemp·ts and the higher interest to be ex
pected on the new, taxable bonds. 

Mr. Surrey noted that this method of 
financing has already been broached by the 
Administration as a way to start an in
creased number of antipollution projects. 
He said he wanted to stir up serious "discus
sion and analysis" among bond underwriters 
toward giving the idea broader application. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in his New 
York speech, Mr. Surrey strongly backed 
the proposal by which local governments 
would sell taxable bonds instead of the 
tax-exempt securities they now offer, 
with the Federal Government paying 
part of the prinoiple and interest on 
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the bonds. Mr. Surrey advocated this 
method of financing such local govern
ment projects as antipollution fa.eili
ties low-income housing, urban develop
me:i'.it, and mass transit. What Mr. Sur
rey did not mention is that if the Fed
eral Government were to guarantee and 
subsidize taxable bonds, then the Fed
eral Government would necessarily want 
to "approve" the bonds and "approve" 
is as we all know, merely a nice word for 
"~ontrol." The inescapable conclusion is 
that Treasury has admitted both pri
vately and publicly that it does intend 
to use the method of :financing provided 
in the Water Quality Act as the first 
step by which the Federal Government 
could establish control over this vast ar
ray of local government projects. Cer
tainly no more powerful instrument for 
centralization of government could be 
devised. 

Because of the insistence of Treasury 
that it will proceed with this matter in 
spite of the drastic effects and over
whelming opposition, I urgently renew 
my request that the Senate Intergovern
mental Relations Subcommittee conduct 
hearings on the question of whether to 
replace the tax-exempt status of State 
and local bonds with a system of fed
erally guaranteed and taxable bonds. 

,, :.~=~~~ ~r~.:~~ we 
talk a lot, we make many studies, we 
have pilot projects, but seldom do we act. 
We all hear so much about the popula
tion explosion and the tremendous food 
supply needs which will be upon us in 
our lifetime. We talk about these needs 
and we study them; I am afraid we are 
doing very little about them. A clear call 
for action to develop our planet's last 
major undeveloped food resource-the 
fish of the seas-was made by former 
Ambassador William C. Herrington as he 
received an honorary degree at the Uni
versity of Alaska May 20, 1968. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Ambassador Herrington's 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MANAGEMENT OF FISHERY RESOURCES: 
THE NEED FOR A NEW LOOK 

(By William C. Herrington) 
Members of the Board of Regents, Presi

dent wood, Members of the graduating class 
and guests of the University: 

I am indeed honored and proud to have the 
privilege today of speaking to you on a sub
ject of much interest to this great State of 
yours; a subject which will involve many of 
you who link your future with that of the 
State. 

You young men and women who today re
ceive official recognition of the many years 
of work you have completed and of the pro
gress you have made in mastering prescribed 
segments of certain fields of knowledge, go 
forth to face a world unlike any world con
fronted by your predecessors. It is greater in 
number of people and in wealth in material 
things, and is tremendously more complex, 
and increasing rapidly in complexity. 

One of the great problem areas of this 
world, an area that is demanding increasing 
attention, involves the question of how the 
world community can satisfy the escalating 
needs of its "exploding population" for food 

and · other raw materials. Out of all the 
world's problems this is one which Alaskans 
appear to be particularly well positioned to 
consider, especially in a practical sense. Your 
Commonwealth above all others of our family 
of states has a high ratio of natural resources 
per citizen, particularly of renewable natural 
resources, which properly managed will sup
ply your state and your country and your 
world with a continued and increasing 
amount of food and other useful products. To 
secure the optimum yields from these re
sources, in terms of_ quantity or value, you 
will not be able simply to borrow resource 
management techniques that someone else 
has developed and applied. Within my experi
ence none of the present techniques is up to 
the job that needs to be done, either on 
the domestic or on the international level. 

A great variety of technical and politi
cal arrangements are being used today to 
manage the exploitation (harvesting) of 
natural resources and these arangements 
vary greatly in their effectiveness in secur
ing optimum yields. Among the many pro
found problems facing today's graduates is 
this challenging one of resource manage
,ment, the theory yes, but even more im
portant the practice. I stress practice over 
theory, for the sytem, no matter how good 
in theory, will accomplish little unless it is 
accepted by the people and put to use. Thus 
the problem involves political as well as 
biological and economic considerations. Un
less we can develop much more effective 
sytems for developing and managing marine 
resources than those in use today, the op
timistic predictions bearing on realization 
of the potentials of the "World Ocean" to 
meet the critical world deficit in animal 
proteins, will never be even approached. 

I have been involved with the "living re
sources of the sea" aspects of this problem 
in one way or another for all my profes
sional life. During the pase eighteen months, 
since I departed the tumult and crisis laden 
atmosphere of Washington, I have paused 
from time to time in my contemplation of 
the Connecticut hills and of bucolic prob
lems such as logs to be cut to firewood and 
rocks to be built into walls, to try to piece 
together those aspects of this experience 
which bear upon the problem of managing 
the living resources of the sea and what is 
right and what is wrong with present sys
tems. out of this so far limited thinking a 
few tentative ideas and conclusions have 
come to the surface. These ideas quality so 
far, perhaps, only as stimuli for further 
thinking about what is needed to achieve the 
management of the living resources of the 
sea for optimum yields. On that basis I will 
share them with you today. 

In assessing present and potential systems 
for managing fishery resources we must bear 
in mind that to do the job we want, the 
system first must be technicaly adequate, 
but second and equaly important, it must 
be acceptable to the sovereign power. In the 
case of the United States this means the 
people and, more explicitly, the fishing in
dustry and associated community. I narrow 
this to the fishing industry and the as
sociated community for, although in theory 
a management sytem might be imposed by 
government upon a resisting fishing indus
try, in practice this rarely happens. 

The management of fishery resources to
day in the United States largely involves the 
application of restrictions on when, where, 
and how a fisherman can fish, on how much 
and what kinds of fish he can take; and the 
research work required to determine what 
the restrictions should be; and the enforce
ment work required to assure that the re
strictions are observed. All of this must be 
paid for by the public, so what is done de
pends as much on the mood of the legisla
ture and the administering government offi
cials as on the needs of the resource and 
the results of management. If management 

is moderately successful and the total yield 
of the resource (stock of fish) is prevented 
from declining, the fishermen and boat 
owners benefit to some extent; for if the 
yield had declined, some of them would have 
been forced to leave the fishery. However, if 
the management program is highly success
ful, resulting in a substantial increase in the 
total yield, then the increased profits will 
attract new fishermen until the average earn
ings decline and stab111ze at a level in rea
sonable equ111brium with other occupations 
for which the fisherman qualifies. As the 
result, over the long run, the average par
ticipating fisherman gains little from man
agement programs which in the first in
stance impose restrictions on his fishing ac
tivity and reduce his earnings, at least tem
porarily. This is one reason why fishermen 
and boat owners frequently are something 
less than enthusiastic about management 
programs which complicate their operations 
and limit and reduce their earnings. This also 
illustrates the reason why it is impractical 
under our present system to finance fishery 
management programs' by assessing the in~ 
dustry, or for a boat owner or other indi
vidual to expend any substantial money or 
effort to improve the resource; the benefit o! 
any substantial increase in yield from such 
expenditures would in large measure go to 
new participants rather than to those who 
contributed to the increase. 

This system might be called the "incentive" 
system in reverse. Instead of stimulating 
participants in the industry to invest effort 
or money to make the resource more pro
ductive and to support efforts of govern
ment or other agencies to do so and to sup
port restrictions on their own fishing op~ 
erations in anticipation of later benefits, 
these participants are stimulated to oppose 
such actions. In this system the government 
official charged with managing the resources 
in the public interest first must secure pub
lic funds to carry out the needed research 
and management activities, then he must 
obtain the legislative action required to per
mit promulgation and enforcement of the 
management measures found to be necessary 
to maintain and increase the yield from the 
resource. In these efforts he must appeal 
for funds to a legislature which, beset by 
proliferating demands on never adequate 
revenues, at best gives him only a fraction of 
the funds needed for effective management 
and then appeal to this same legislature :for 
authority to place restrictions on fisher
men who for the reasons just given more 
often than not press their legislative repre
sentatives to deny or greatly limit the 
requested authority. 

To an observing crew member of one of 
the "Unidentified Flying Objects", claimed 
by some earth people to be hanging around 
to observe our a,ctivities, it must appear 
strange indeed that here in a country which 
credits its tremendous productivity largely 
to the initiative and incentives stemming 
from its private enterprise system, he finds 
man's harvest from the sea managed in about 
the same manner as his hunting operations 
for wild game. The free enterprise, private 
property system which stimulates our farm
ers to their podigious production records, is 
almost entirely missing from the ocean re
source field. The private oyster or clam 
farm is the principal exception in the United 
States. 

There are some good, but I believe no long
er sound reasons, for this situation. Up until 
fairly recent times it was thought that the 
resources of the sea were inexhaustible. Be
cau.se of the wide ranging migrations of most 
species, the impossibility of directly observ
ing their numbers and movements, and the 
fluctuations in their abundance in any lim
ited area caused by their migrations, or even 
more because of basic variations in their 
environment which control the number 
of survivors, man could not see that 
the quantity of fish he caught had any 
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measurable effect on the surviving popula
tion. Furthermore, the wide ranging move
ments of most species which man could nei
ther observe nor control, placed them in the 
same management category as wild game. 
Therefore fish became an unlimited, un~ 
manage<i;.resource open to any man for recre
ation and food. The latter use would have 
been of particular importance in early coio
nial days when unseasonable weather and 
crop failure could from time to time have a 
drastic impact on a family's food supply. I 
expect that from these considerations de
veloped the basic American concept of every 
man's right to fish, which almost became a 
part of our democratic creed. 

As the result of scientific developments 
we are learning how to estimate the number 
Of fish in most fish stocks, to measure the 
variations in their number, size, and growth 
and determine the principal causative fac
tors, some of them controllable. We are be
ginning to learn in some cases how to man
age a stock of fish as a crop so as to improve 
the yield beyond what nature would pro
vide. And as the result of technological de
velopments we are learning how to harvest 
this crop more efficiently. Yet a legal frame
work for our management system has not 
evolved to provide the fishermen with in
centives for investing time, effort and money 
to make a resource more productive. As in 
the past days of the buffalo, the hunter is 
stimulated to get all he can under the con
viction that if he does not get them some
one else will. The government official in the 
public interest seeks to impose restraints 
upon the fisherman. The latter more often 
than not in his own interest, resists these 
restraints. 

When we move to the international arena 
we find the same wild game management 
philosophy as in the domestic field. Mos·t 
stocks of fish along our coast are found dur
ing much or most of their life cycle on the 
high seas outside the jurisdiction of the 
United States or of any other country. In past 
years these stocks were fl.shed (if at all) only 
by United States fishermen and in a few 
cases (salmon, halibut) by United States and 
Canadian fishermen. However, in recent years 
fishermen of a dozen or more countries have 
sent :fleets ranging in size from a few vessels 
to several hundred to fish the grounds off the 
east coast of the United states, and the 
world's two most wide ranging fishing pow-

. era, Japan and the Soviet Union, have dis
patched hundreds of vessels to fish along our 
Pacific C'oas·t. These fishermen are likely to 
be joined soon by boats from other coun
tries. 

This country for _many years has sought to 
negotiate international agreements (treaties) 
providing for cooperation of the countries 
participating in the fisheries, in the study of 
the stocks of fish and in the formulation and 
enforcenient of the management measures 
required to prevent overfishing and provide 
for the restoration of the stocks to and main
tenance of the stocks at levels which will 
provide the maximum sustainable yields. At 
present we are party to seven such active 
Conventions dealing with marine resources 
and one additional convention which has 
not yet come into effect (Convention for 
Conservation of Atlantic Tuna). The earlier 
of these Conventions have been highly suc
cessful-the Fur Seal, Halibut and Salmon 
Conventions. These Conventions include only 
a few countries (2-4) and provide for division 
of the yield (fur seal and salmon) or involve 
comparable fisheries (United States and Ca
nadian halibut fisheries). All have effective 
enforcement provisions. 

Later Conventions generally involve more 
countries, multiple species, and have no spe
cial provisions for division of the yields or 
for enforcement. They also involve countries 
whose fishing operations differ greatly in 
kind and quantity of gear used. With the ex
ception of the Inter· American Tropical Tuna 
Commission, research is done by the individ
ual member countries, each concerned with 

its own interests and problems. The Com
missions set up under the Conventions, pro~ , 
vide a .mechanism for planning and- coordi
nating the overall research programs of the 
individual countries. The objective of all 1a 
to.so manage the fisheries that the maximum 
sustainable yields are obtained. 

The operation of this international system 
of management suffers much the same draw
backs as does our domestic system. Manage
ment measures consist principally of limita
tions on how much and what size of fish can 
be taken, on the kind of gear that can be 
used, and on when fishing can be carried on. 
Successful management programs result in 
maintained or increased yields and this en
courages more fishermen and more countries 
to participate. As more fishermen and more 
gear enter the fishery, the increased com
petition, once the fishery is fully developed, 
results in smaller individual catches and also 
in smaller national totals unless a country's 
fishing fleet is increased. As the number of 
participating countries grows it becomes in
creasingly difficult to secure effective man
agement measures because of diverse na
tional interests and because each country in 
effect has a veto exercised either by voting 
against a measure, or where Commission rec
ommendations can be made with less than a 
unanimous vote, by refusing to accept the 
recommendations when made. Then to top it 
off, when some effective management meas
ure has been adopted, there are no provisions 
for international enforcement and no nation 
with wide ranging fishing fleets, even when 
it has the will, has the facilities to effectively 
enforce most regulations when its fishing 
vessels are scattered over the seven seas (or 
perhaps even when scattered over one sea). 
Thus international management of high seas 
fish stocks experiences all the difficulties of 
domestic management plus a few additional 
ones. The present international system, like 
the present system of domestic fishery man
agement, appears to operate as an incentive 
system in reverse. 

Contributions to good management, 
whether they be of the nature of limitations 
on fishing or of positive contributions to 
increased productivity of resources, to a large 
extent serve to benefit other countries rather 
than the country which made them. 

If we are sincere and dedicated in deeds 
as in words to develop the potentials of food 
from the sea, and are prepared to approach 
the problem with an open mind, I suggest 
that we start with domestic management. 
How can our present system be modified to 
provide incentives rather than penalties to 
increase the yield from the sea's resources? 
Shellfish farming under private leases ls one 
approach. Can it be encouraged by further 
measures? There has been some discussion 
of limited entry systems, that is of measures 
that limit the number who can participate 
in a given fishery. Properly organized this 
approach can provide incentives for much 
better management, I believe in some cases 
with good possibilities of substantial in
creases in yield. We need to divest ourselves 
of our traditional ways of thinking, of the 
perhaps archaic concept of everyman's right 
to fish, and try to think in the terms we use 
in tackling agricultural and sil vicul tural 
problems. Let us give the incentive system 
a chance. , 

If we .can make progress with the incentive 
system and limitations on participation do
mestically, perhaps international progress 
will be expedited in the same direction. How
ever, international progress will be much 
more difticult than domestic progress and 
both will require changes in laws and con
cepts. Once we in the United States are con
vinced of the desirability of this change 
we have it within our power to suitably 
modify domestic laws, but we will have to 
convince a lot of other people if we hope to 
change international law. Nevertheless, if we 
develop and implement domestkally, sound 
concepts and the world's need for food in
creases as we expect, international progress 

should be possible upon the demonstration 
of the effectiveness of these concepts. · 

Today I' am not going beyond this in pro- · 
posing specific action or measures to be 
taken. (You will note that some of these 
new concepts are being tried out .in our . 
recent fishei:y agreements.) My purpose to
day -primarily is to stimulate you Alaskans 
who are interested in the future development 
of your fishery resources for their maximum · 
contribution to the economy of the state, 
to free yourselves from the traditional Ameri
can concepts of fishery management (which 
I term wild game management), and examine 
the problem in terms of the incentive sys
tem and agricultural management, bearing 
in mind that the fishery problem will be 
vastly more complex because of the greatly 
different environment. If it ls any comfort 
you might bear in mind that our present 
system of agricultural management took a 
long time to reach its present stage. 

It is my conviction that we are not going 
to make a great deal more progress towards 
improved management of the resources of 
the high seas until we develop some better 
concepts of management than those now in 
use. (This does not mean we will not make 
further progress in exploitation of these re
sources.) And where is there a better place 
to start developing and applying these con
cepts than here in Alaska with your wealth 
of fishery resources, your long coastline, and 
consider.Ing the importa~ce of fisheries to 
your economy? 

After I had completed preparing the mate
rial for this talk I learned that the Uni
versity of Alaska's Institute of Social, Eco
nomic and Government Research recently 
has been involved in an intensive study of 
high seas fishing problems and has proposed 
some new approaches to these problems. I 
was delighted to learn of this and wish the 
venture every success. However, I can assure 
you new graduates that you do not have to 
despaU: that the problems will all be solved . 
before you become established and can par
ticipate. Changes in basic national concepts 
and international practice do not come over
night. But they can happen, as is witnessed 
by the present general world acceptance of 
king crabs as a resource of the shelf which 
belongs to the adjacent coastal country. A 
scant fifteen years ago this would have been 
considered legal heresy. 

So to you young graduates and to my 
Alaskan friends I wish good luck in develop
ing a more rational fishery management sys
tem, and to all of you I wish good fishing 
whenever you put to sea. 

VICE PRESIDENT HUMPHREY'S CAN
DIDACY FOR THE PRESIDENCY 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President Vice 

President HUBERT H. HUMPHREY'S ~andi
dacy for the Democratic Party's· presi
dential nomination has drawn wide- · 
spread support in recent months. Among 
the many indications of growing support 
for his candidacy are the increasing 
number of personal endorsements the . 
Vice President has received. 

One of the most significant of those · 
endorsements, in my judgment, was that 
given by Mr. James A. Farley, chair
man of the board of the Coca-Cola Ex
port Corp. Few men have the special 
knowledge of American politics and the 
American electorate James Farley pos
sesses. He has, in the Vice President's 
own words, labored long, hard, and suc
cessfully in "the vineyards of liberal 
democracy." 

Because of "liis experience and his in
sights I believe Mr. .Farley's endorse- . 
ment of Vice President HUMPHREY merits 
special attention. I ask, therefore unani-
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mous consent that Mr. Farley's state
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FARLEY ENDORSES HUMPHREY 

Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey has 
performed another great public service by 
announcing for the Presidency. Even under 
ordinary circumstances, I would have sup
ported his candidacy with great pride. In 
these unusual times, I support him also with 
feelings of both gratitude and relief, both as 
an American and a Democrat. 

I am grateful to him for entering his name, 
because I believe both his country and his 
Party need his calibre of man as never be
fore. I am grateful, also, to President John
son for so magnificently preparing Vice Pres
ident Humphrey for the White House. It is 
said that the mark of a great statesman is 
that he provides for the continuity of his 
work. Clearly the President feels the Repub
lic will be safe in the hands Of Vice President 
Humphrey, a finding which fortifies a con
viction I have felt for a long time. Vice Pres
ident Humphrey will unify both the country 
and the Democratic Party. His energizing 
optimism and vital idealism, coupled with 
his immense understanding of practicalities, 
make him an outstanding spokesman for the 
cooperation of Government, Business and Fi
nancial Leaders. 

The tremendous confidence of American 
business in the Vice President is shared by 
leaders Of American Labor. Vice President 
Humphrey will not only cement Business, 
Government, Labor Unity; his enthusiasm 
will inspire all to new records of production. 

The Americian people know and trust him. 
They know that no man has more under
standing of racial problems in the United 
States, no man has been more selflessly de
voted to their solution, and no man has done 
more to solve them responsibly. Vice -Presi
dent Humphrey has championed, effectively, 
the cause of those whom others seek to ex
ploit by demagoguery. Because of his match
less record, and understanding and responsi
bility, the Vice President will bring to an 
end the shameless political manipulation of 
racial differences. With President Johnson, 
he has brought the immense "know-how" of 
Business, Labor, Government Unity to bear 
on the solving of America's racial and pov
erty problems. 

Because he will bring unity to the Repub
lic in every phase, I cannot refrain from 
expressing my sense of deep relief that he 
has definitely announced his candidacy. To 
effect national unity, a great President has 
withdrawn and in my judgment will be suc
ceeded by another great American. I predict 
Vice President Humphrey's nomination in 
Chicago and his election in November. 

DR. RICHARD HENRY WHITEHEAD 
WRITES ABOUT THE PANAMA 
CANAL 
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, one of 

New Hampshire's foremost citizens of 
Dr. Richard Henry Whitehead, of 
Laconia. Born in 1886 in Chicago, he has 
had a distinguished career in engineer
ing and industry. 

From 1912 to 1916, he was a test engi
neer for the Isthmian Canal Commission 
and later became Superintendent of Op
erations for the Pacific locks of the 
Panama Canal. To Dr. Whitehead went 
the distinction of guiding the first 
steamship, the SS Cristobal, through the 
canal from ocean to ocean. 

The rich experience gained during 
these years was the basis for "Our Faith 
Moved Mountains," his inspiring book 
about the canal. 

Although Dr. Whitehead has now re
tired from business, he retains an active 
interest in all matters pertaining to the 
Panama Canal. From the great reservoir 
of his memory, he recently set down his 
recollections of its history, of the rela
tionship between the United States and 
Panama, and ~is impressions of the pro

posed new Panama Canal treaties. 
Because I believe Dr. Whitehead's 

thoughts are pertinent, I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the paper 
as ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
OUR TREATIF.S WITH PANAMA AND CANAL 

MANDATE RICHARD H. WHITEHEAD, PIONEER 
PANAMA CANAL 

(By Dr. Richard H. Whitehead) 
After many generous commitments and 

concessions on our part Panama wishes to 
abrogate the treaties of 1903 and 1936 and 
thus eliminate our last remaining hold on 
our Canal, our sovereign rights in the oanal 
Zone, rights in the language of the original 
treaty "to the exclusion of such sovereign 
rights by the Republic of Panama". The 
Treaty of 1936 gave up our rights in Panama 
of eminent domain, power to maintain law 
and order, and our unfettered ability to de
fend the Canal. In 1960, to placate Panama 
and her growing national pride, we agreed 
to :fly the :flag of Panama in the Canal Zone 
wherever our :flag was :flown. This naturally 
opened up a Pandora's box of more riots, de
mands, and strained relations. At present, 
after several years of secret negotiations, 
dual operation of the Canal is proposed and 
our eventually giving our canal to Panama 
at no cost to them. 

Lest it be forgotten that we have a man
date from Western Civilization fm- the safe 
and dependable operation of our Canal and 
that the Canal Zone is a key point in our Na
tional defense, the following ls presented to 
show there is no justification whatsoever for 
the enactment by Congress of the proposd 
give away treaties. The Titular sovereignty 
of Panama which we recognized by flying her 
fiag in the Zone, means something very 
different to Panama from what it does to us. 
To us it is a gesture of good will. 

To Panama it is the long sought oppoT
tunity to drive a wedge to pry away our 
sovereign rights and thus eventually control 
the Canal. 

Over the years we have been most generous 
with Panama and also most inept. In the 
many differences that have naturally arisen, 
our overall generosity has been completely 
lost sight of. In the interest of Pana.ma her
self, while we should continue our aid and 
assistance we should never consider giving 
up our remaining sovereign rights or operate 
or defend the Canal with divided authority. 
Panama has no dependable means of defense 
as its admirable small police force is needed 
to keep civil law and order. 

Panama was a province of Colombia when 
a concession was given the great Frenchman 
of Suez fame, DeLesseps, who in 1881 started 
a canal along the route of the Panama rail
road. This first transcontinental railroad in 
the Americas was built by private American 
capital. American engineers had found the 
low pass across the Isthmus between the 
cities of Panama on the Pacific and of Aspin
wal, later Colon, which they founded on the 
Atlantic. DeLesseps purchased this railroad, 
with it.s exclusive transit rights, for 25 mil
lion. He then spent 266 m1llion in a futile 
attempt to build a small limited canal. The 
crash came in 1899 and the hopes of Panama 
became bleak for the future. Buneau
Varilla, left in charge of the defunct enter
prise, and Cromwell, attorney for the rail
road still under its American Charter, then 
endeavored to have us take over. Their con
cession was in difficulty and Colombia had a 

reversionary interest. Colombia refused to 
grant us a treaty that would justify our tak
ing the gamble after failure of the French. 

American private capital had meanwhile 
attempted tO build a canal through Nica
ragua; an equally desirable route that would 
shorten the distance 560 miles between New 
York and San Francisco. The best ' French 
equipment had been bought in Panama and 
put to work in Nicaragua. Oddly the French 
dredge "DeLesseps" sank at sea on its way. 
At the turn of the century no further pri
vate capital could be obtained for either 
project. The United States was the sole pros
pect capable of completing either Canal. The 
voyage of the Oregon around Cape Horn dra
matically called the attention of the Ameri
can people to the need for a shorter route; 
so we had to make a choice. 

Our taking over at Panama meant the 
abandonment of the Americans who had 
done so much in Nicaragua. A government 
commission, after study of both routes, rec
ommended Nicaragua as the better. 
Buneau-Varilla, aided by Cromwell, plotted 
with Dr. Amador and a small group of influ
ential Panamanians to declare the Independ
ence of Panama and thus to make possible 
the negotiating of a treaty with us. 

To have us give up the Nicaragua route 
the French on the urging of Cromwell and 
Buneau-Varilla reduced their price from 
110 to 40 million, on which basis the 
price tag on the two routes was estimated 
the same. More work had been done on Pan
ama and we were in a hurry. A postage stamp 
with a smoking volcano was issued by Nica
ragua. Congress, alarmed, accordingly author
ized the Panama route providing a satisfac
tory treaty could be negotiated. Colombia 
refused; so the only way Panama could get 
the canal was her declaration of independ
ence and a treaty with us before we decided 
again on Nicaragua. Panama's independence 
could only be insured if we recognized and 
guaranteed it. 

On November 4, 1903, Panama declared her 
independence, declaring in part: 

"And of these large sums (i.e. the millions 
the French had spent and the sums paid 
Columbia by the railroad) the Isthmus has 
not received the benefit of a bridge for any 
of its numerous rivers, nor the construction 
of a single road between its towns, nor of 
any public buildings, nor of a single college, 
and has neither seen any interest displayed 
in advancing her industries, nor has an in
finitesimal part of these sums been applied 
towards her prosperity." 

How different over the years since has been 
the attitude of the United States! Panama 
and Colon at that time had no sewerage 
system, no underground water ma.ins, no 
paved streets. The French in this unhealthy 
tropical climate had perished at a frightful 
rate. Yellow fever and a malign~nt form of 
Malaria prevalent had to be eliminated if 
we were to build the Canal. 

We guaranteed Pana.ma's Independence 
and entered into the Treaty of 1903 and 
established our civil Government in the 
Canal Zone on May 1, 1904. Under the great 
Gorgas, as every school boy knows, we cleaned 
up Panama, paver her streets, provided sew
erage and water systems, eliminated the 
scourge of Yellow Fever and Malaria, and 
eventually, after the sacrifice of many of 
our original canal army, the Isthmus became 
a healthy place to live in. 

Theodore Roosevelt ineptly stated: "I took 
Panama." He did no such thing. He did aid 
and assist Bunua-VariJla, Dr. Amador, and 
his fellow Panamanians by interposing the 
power of the United States. This was effective 
because the railroad still operated as an 
American corporation and was the sole means 
of transit across the Isthmus. Its use was 
denied Columbian troops. Roosevelt also fa
vored the Spooner Bill to take over the as
sets of the French. Left in the lurch were the 
patriotic Americans who had invested in 
Nicaragua.. We made peace with Columbia 



June 21_, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 18239 
later, based on our sovereign rights to the 9. Renting zone property to outsiders. 
Canal Zone, guarantying them free passage We granted: 
and 25 milllon. Certainly Panama could not 10. Docking and unloading privileges in 
have become an independent nation without the Zone. 
our taking her part in her just declaration 11.· Sites for immigration and customs· in 
of independence. Certainly the surprising the Zone. 
growth and development of Panama since 12. The exclusion of certain arrivals in the 
would not have been possible if the Treaty Zone. 
of 1903 had not been entered into. Otherwise 13. The collection by Panama of tolls on 
we would have built the Canal in Nicaragua. Canal shipping using their ports. 

As Panama developed into a small, pros- 14. Facilities in the Zone for commercial 
perous and capable Nation, she requested dealings with transits. 
many modifications of the 1903 and 1936 · 15. Increase of annuity from $250,000 to 
Treaties agreed on over the years since. Their $430,000. 
government has unfortunately lacked stabil- This Treaty of 1936 radically changed our 
ity through the intervening years and its relationship. It put the defense of the oanal 
institutions became infiltrated with commu- at the mercy of Panama's willingness to co
nist agitators. Revolutions and riots are com- operate at a price, and our being forced to 
mon, especially since we gave up our right meet uncontrolled mob violence only at the 
to restore law and order in 1936. Between very borders of the Zone, within a short 
1946 and 1964 Panama received from us in aid distance of transiting ships. 
alone 128 million. The Canal at present pays As a result of the Treaty of 1936, termed 
wages to Panamanians and purchases sup- a treaty of friendship and cooperation, we 
plies of over 100 milllon annually, a sum experienced a fiasco in our attempt to pro
greater than the tolls collected. vide for the proper defense of Panama and 

We paid Panama 10 million for the rights our canal. During th_e war emergency we 
to build the canal and an annuity of obtained needed defense sites only on a. tem
$250,000, increased by successive treaties to porary basis. In addition to paying rentals, 
$1,930,000. We purchased the land in the we agreed on May 18, 1942, to their following 
Zone from private owners. We have given and additional aspirations: 
t f d t to 1. We gave Panama and Colon, free of 
rans erre proper Y Panama of 105 mil- costs, our equity in their waterworks and 

lion in Panama and Colon. Our defense base 
fiasco resulted in Panama acquiring addi- sewage systems, installed at our expense. 
tional valuable improvements on abandoned 2· We gave Panama property we owned in 

the name of the Panama Railroad in Panama 
leased properties. and Colon valued at 12 mill1on. 

The 1903 Treaty was a life saver for Pan- 3. We paid one third the costs of mainte-
ama. It insured our interest in her future 
with unusual opportunities. Panama, since nance of all roads used by our military forces 

during the emergency. 
her entrance into the family of nations, has 4. We agreed to build a bridge at Balboa 
realized these opportunities to an undreamed when the emergency ended across our Canal. 
of extent. We, meanwhile, have received no 5. our military police and can.al zone p0-
return on our expenditures of 1.9 billion, or lice to carry only clubs in Panamanian ter-
attempted to do so. ritory. 

Real estate in Panama today is selling on 6 w i 
a par with choice locations in our large . e pad 2·5 million for the paved road 

to the Rio Hato base. 
cities. Many homes in Panama are in the 7. we agreed to adopt policies in immigra-
luxury class and easy access to the high tion to conform with theirs. 
mountains provides pleasant interludes in 8. We agreed to adopt additional means 
country homes. Many American owned ships to prevent contraband traffic from the Zone. 
sail under the Panamanian flag. Her secur- 9. we agreed to transfer the railroad sta
ities are traded in New York and American 
financed . companies are frequently incorpo- tion in Panama City to another site. 
rated under her laws. Panama is a tax haven 10. We agreed to give consideration to 
for individuals and corporations, and has claims for traffic delay in troop movements. 
become a banking center at a cross road on 11. We agreed to give Panama the right of 
travel by air as well as by sea. way for an oil pipe line and at cost furnish 

How ridiculous to state as quoted in a facilities for unloading petroleum products 
recent, nationai publicized a,rticle: "We at Balboa. 
created Panama and then cheated her!" 12. To sell any excess of electric energy to 

The Canal was only partially completed on them on an agreed on cost. 
April 1, 1914, when opened to traffic and the . The Panamanian Ambassador wrote our 
permanent operating organimtion estab- Secretary of State: 
lished. By 1930 the Canal traffic reached "With the greatest and most honored pleas
about 30 million tons, with 27 million col- ure I acknowledge receipt of your excellen
lected tolls. Panama, with a resultant surging cies note ... which concerns the Twelve 
of national pride, whetted by their keen points covering certain Panamanian aspira
commercial instincts, felt as Franklin Roose- tions regarding which positive action was re
velt expressed it "That she had grown up". quested of the United States. It gives me 
She wanted back many of the rights given the greatest honor to inform a mutual agree
us in the Treaty of 1903, but at the time she ment has happily been reached as set forth 
did not dispute our sovereign rights to the in your excellencies note ... which becomes 
Canal Zone. We a,ccordingly negotiated the an important document for us and future 
Treaty of 1936. Congress could not be per- generations since it embodies the acceptance 
suaded to ratify it until 1939. by the Government of the United States of 

We gave up the following basic rights: the equitable and just aspirations of my 
1. The guarantee of Panama's Independ- country. This documentation constitutes an 

ence. eloquent and noble example to the world that 
2. Right to intervene to maintain law and our governments walk side by the path of 

order in Panama. democratic life in close and intimate brother-
3. Right to expropriate additional land for hood." 

canal use. The defense sites which we could only 
4. Right of eminent domain in Panama lease for the duration of the war emergency 

and Colon cities. were, and are still, needed to protect Pan-
. ama as well as the Oanal. Their return was 

5. The right for purposes of defense of demanded, however, immediately at the end 
military sites. 

We restricted for their benefit: of hostilities. In the post war attempted pact 
of 1947 we were to pay an annual rental of 

6. Sales in Canal Zone in our commissaries. $28,000 for · 13 of these sites out of over 
7. Private business in the Zone. 100 and $137,500 annually for road mainte-
8. C~rtain classe8 of imports we were mak- nance. The Communist.s, meanwhile, had 

!ng. penetrated the National Institute arid or-
\ . 

g8.'.~Zed a :ip.ob. The action of their legisla
ture was forecast when the President of the 
Assembly said in a brief speech: "Do you 
think I am going to vote for approval of 
this pact with 10,000 youths outside with 
sharpened knives?" 

And some in hlgh places wquld have us 
give up our remaining hold on the canal, 
our sovereign rights!! ! 

After the failure of the 1947 Pact we had 
some bargaining power left as we had not yet 
built the 20-million dollar Balboa Bridge. 
Another treaty was negotiated as a result, 
in 1955, The Eisenhower-Remon Treaty. We 
then agreed as follows: 

1. Increasing the annuity from $430,000 to 
$1,930,000. 

2. Panama allowed to levy taxes on cer
tain classes of canal employees. 

3. We renounced the monopoly of trans
Isthmian roads. 

4. We renounced the right to prescribe 
sanitary measures in Panama. 

5. Additional property including the rail
road station and the Washington Hotel in 
Colon given Panama. 

6. Commissary privileges to be withdrawn 
from certain classes. 

7. U.S. Congress to be requested to enact 
wages legislation with retirement benefits 
giving equal treatment to Panamanians. 

8. Equality of Panamani,an citizens for job 
opportunities. · 

9. Panamanian citizens to participate in 
training programs. 

10. Exemption from the Buy American Act 
of Panama products. 

11. The United States to build the 20 mll
lion dollar Balboa Bridge. 

For these concessions we received: 
1. Exclusive use without cost of the Rio 

Hato Base for a period of only 15 years. 
2. Panama waived the right of free trans

portation over the Panama Railroad, a mat
ter of little import. 

3. Pana.ma waived certain rights in the use 
of the new strategic highway within the 
Zone. 

4. Panama waived certain treaty provisions 
affecting post exchange privileges. 

5. A lease for 99 years on our Panamai 
Embassy. · 

6. Panama to reserve a park site in front 
of our Embassy. 

7. A reduction of 75 % on duties of spirits 
sold in Panama for importation into the 
Zone. 

The 1955 Treaty, while benefiting Pan
ama's business men and their National Treas
ury, hit the affected Canal Zone employees 
where it hurt-in their pocketbooks. The ca
nal now collects their taxes for Panama. 
We are left with an expensive air base at 
Rio Hato on a short-term lease. With this 
treaty experience surely Congress will not 
give up our last hold on the Canal!!! 

Ex-President Eisenhower heralded the an
nouncement of new proposed treaties as a 
hope for a new era of understanding with 
Panama stating: "More than 60 years have 
passed since we negotiated with Panama the 
present Canal Treaty (?). Changes are now 
necessary to fit the spirit and the reality of 
the world of 1960." The statement is dis
proved by the record. What happened in 
Cuba, which we never thought would hap
pen, can happen in Panama. 

Advocates of a sea level canal claim the 
present lock canal obsolete, especially as it 
will not care for many larger ships in service 
and under construction. No canal will ever 
be justified that will care for ships now un
der construction of 315,000 tons and draw
ing 80 ft. of water. Few ships that can enter 
our Atlanti~ and Gulf ports are unable to go 
through the present Canal. If the third locks 
project authorized by Congress and aban
doned during the·war is carried forward with 
modifications and the cut widened and deep
ened any ship that can enter our Atlantic 
and Gulf ports wlll be able to go through the 
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Canal. With 22 ft. tides on the Pacific, safe 
navigation will require tidal locks even in a 
so-called sea level canal. And as far as navi
gation goes, a high level lock canal at Pan
ama is to be preferred to a so,-called sea level 
canal even at the same cost, so said Goethals 
and Stevens. 

Agreed the Canal has reached its safe ca
pacity. This can be cared for by a smaller, 
relatively inexpensive lock canal in Nicara
gua the size of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
It would be a self-liquidating venture capa
ble of being built by private capital and 
desirably so. Recently when a 50,000 ton ship 
grounded in the Gaillard Cut it was moved 
in a few days and traffic restored. The day 
after 65 ships transl ted the Canal, 60 % of 
these could go through a smaller Nicaraguan 
Canal. 

The present Canal is far from obsolete. 
It is a vital international jugular vein. We 
who have so successfully built and operated 
it have a world mandate to continue in full 
control of its future operation. 

The Panama Canal Company was formed 
on July 1, 1951, to take over the assets of 
the Canal and the Panama Railroad Com
pany, but not the assets of civil government. 
The Panama Railroad had retained its orig
inal charter and operated not only the rail
road but a line of steamships for the trans
port of personnel, materials, and supplies to 
the Zone, commissaries and the Zone serv
ices. Even when the Canal lost money it 
made profits which were diverted to the use 
of the Canal such as the financing of the 
Madden Dam. 

The Panama Canal Company is required 
by law to recover all costs of operation and 
maintenance of these combined fac111ties, in
cluding depreciation and to pay interest on 
the net direct investment in the Company, to 
reimburse annuity payments to Panama un
der the 1936 Treaty, and the net costs of the 
Canal Zone government. The enterprise as 
a. whole is thus self sustaining. The company 
uses its own revenues to finance capital im
provements. 

When the Company was set up, many large 
items were not included, making it possible 
for the Company to operate in the context 
of this formula without increasing tolls. A 
low rate of interest has always been charged 
on a portion of the remaining sums advanced. 
Our naval and government ships are required 
to pay full tolls, even while those of Panama 
and Colombia have free use of the Canal. 
The items excluded, and not on the Panama 
Canal Company's balance sheets are~ 

1. 40 million paid the French. 
2. 25 ~llion paid Colombia. 
3. 50.9 interest paid during construction. 
4. 89.7 million spent on the third locks 

project, etc. 
Total: 205.6 million! 
The Comptroller General, on Fe·b. 6, 1968, 

sent Congress the financial statement of the 
company for the years 1966 and 1967. Da..ta 
is given only for the last two years in which 
the company did an abnormal business as a 
result of the closure of the Suez Canal and 
the heavy tolls paid on our government ship
ping because of the Viet Nam confiict. 

It is submitted that these two years form 
an unrealistic basis for judgment. Accord
ingly, the average results of the past 10 years 
are given, in which all treaty revisions and 
concessions were in effect. 

During these 10 years of record, July 1, 
1958, to June 30, 1967: 

1. The average transit income was 59.7 
milUon. 

2. The average· depreciation charged was 
only 5.6 million. 

3. The average rate of interest used was 
3.03%. 

4. The average interest paid the Treasury 
was 10.2 million. 

5. The average net revenue was 4.98 mil
lion after the above. 

6. The average net revenue after allowing 
for increase in annuity of 1.5 million was 
3.48 million. 

7. The average net revenue after allowing 
for increase of 3.1 million in depreciation 
recommended by the Comptroller General 
was only 0.38 million. 

8. Capital expenditures shown were 113.1 
million. 

9. Total net income shown, 49.8 mi:llion. 
10. Total depreciation shown 55.5 million. 
11. Our equity shown increased to 498.8 

million. 
The increase in equity included the new 

bridge as a non-interest paying item. Its 
maintenance will cost the Canal about 
$200,000 annually. Its cost was offset by the 
payment of 20 million in dividends during 
the period. 

There have ,been no increases in toll 
charges since the beginning of operations 
except in 1938, a small increase resulted then 
from a change in the measurement of a canal 
ton. At the beginning our government ship
ping was toll free, but in the period above we 
paid full tolls without which an additional 
absorption of the increase in annuities of 1.5 
million the Canal operated at a loss over the 
10 year period. 

If the recommendations of the Comp
troller General is followed to increase de
preciation and amortization charges by 3.1 
million, the last ten years with the increase 
in annuities paid Panama the result would 
be a break-even operation as shown above. 

This with no consideration of the missing 
item of 205.6 million! ! ! 

Another half a billion is needed to up
date the Canal as a lock canal. This will re
quire an increase of present tolls to meet 
interest and depreciation charges, with tolls 
based on the continuance of the present 
formula. 

Panama argues an increase of a minimum 
of 25 % in tolls could be easily collected with 
no loss of traffic, but the question is do we 
want to operate the Canal as a world man
date as a non-profit, self sustaining venture 
or do we wish to incur the animosity of 
other nations and our own shipping interests 
by making it into a profit-making venture? 

The implemented intent of Congress of 
operating the Canal solely as a self-support
ing venture with the idea of caring for its 
current capital improvements out of depre
ciation funds on a small margin profit for 
safety plainly proves to the world that we 
have not considered the Canal as a profit
making venture. This policy should wisely be 
continued, but this can only be done if we 
retain sole control. It is quite true that toll 
charges can be increased, and the Canal with 
little loss of tramc made into a profitable 
venture. Panama, with dual control, wishes 
to share in these prospective profits. With 
mob violence backing up their demands, even 
with a minority on a controlling board they 
would probably have their way. The end re
sult would inevitably be the Canal in the 
future would no longer be operated as a man
date from civ111zation but primarily for the 
benefit of Panama. If Congress approves the 
proposed treaties this is what wm happen 
and we will never recover any portion of our 
large investment. 

In addition to the assets of the Panama 
Canal Company, the Canal Zone Government 
has assets of 61.l million. These assets con
sist of hospitals, medical, and se'rvice facili
ties, civil and public health installations, 
libraries, schools, etc., and administrative 
offices for their supervision and control. The 
net costs of Canal Zone Government is 
charged to the Panama Canal Company. The 
costs include the clvll defense of the Canal, 
education of the youth of the Canal Zone, 
and the costs of hospital care which is not 
limited to residents of the Zone. It also in
cludes sanitation without which the Canal 
would be unsafe, not only for its operating 
personnel, but for passing ships. 

The assets of the Panama Canal Company 
are shown as 498.0 million, of which an in
terest charge is pa.id the Treasury on 331 
million. Not included is the further costs of 
205.6 million and the property given Panama 
by the Canal and Panama Railroad. The costs 
of the Canal including the assets of civil 
government to American taxpayers e~ceeds 
750 million and there has been no recovery 
of principal. The estimated replacement costs 
exceed 2 billion dollars. 

While Panama is a small country, she has 
a growing, active economy dominated by a 
few outstanding families whose members 
have been largely educated in leading Uni
versities and number capable diplomats, law
yers, and businessmen. These are closely knit 
together when it comes to Canal negotiations 
with our relatively uninformed representa
tives. They live on the scene, know what they 
want, and how to get it. They regard the 1955 
increase of annuities of $1,500,000 as so much 
chicken feed. They know from first-hand 
knowledge the improba.bility of our building 
a sea level canal elsewhere. Instead of re
garding the Panama Canal as obsolete, they 
regard it as a prospective big money-maker 
if they could only get their hands on it. 

They have set their eyes on it as a big ball 
of wax and as an opening gambit have de
clared a 12-mile limit to box in the Canal. 

Only one reasonable solution should be 
considered. Namely, an addition to present 
annuities of $1,930,000 of a surcharge of an 
agreed on amount per ton of traffic passing 
through the Oanal. This should be considered 
only on the following conditions: 

1. Removal of the threat of boxing in the 
Canal by establishment of a 12-mile Umi t. 

2. Making arrangements for the safety of 
the Canal from mob violence. 

3. Giving us needed defense sites on a 99-
year lease as in the case of our Elnbassy. 

4. Remembering we, too, have national 
pride and remove the barrier to the flying 
of our flag alone. 

5. Reaffirmation of our sovereign rights to 
the Canal Zone as in the 1936 Treaty. 

6. Their government to assist us in a pub
lic relationship endeavor to put our con
tributions in their proper light. 

7. Any surcharge for Panama's benefit 
should be at a small reasonable rate and not 
apply to government vessels of Columbia 
or the United States. 

8. Panama should give up the right of free 
passage. (We are in no position to ask Co
lombia to do the same) . 

9. Agreement to deduct damages from 
Panama mob violence and unpaid water bills 
from surcharges due them. 

In the present charged political situation, 
and for some time in the future, it will be 
impossible to negotiate any reasonable treaty. 
We should await their recognition of our full 
determination of retaining full control of 
our Canal and our sovereign rights to the 
Canal Zone. At present, nothing will satisfy 
Panama in. the last analysis except turning 
over to them eventually the canal itself, lock, 
stock, and barrel, at no cost to them. This 
is the professed aim of the Communists, 
spear-headed by Castro and his Cuban 
stooges. If we should give in to even partial 
loss of oontrol at this time it will settle 
nothing. It will simply be another stepping 
stone, like :flying their flag, to their ultimate 
objective. If Panama ever unhappily reached 
this objective, another Cuba would be around 
the corner. The chief beneficiary of the Canal 
has been Panama herself. Her economy has 
grown with the traffic through the Canal and 
she has reaped an increasing share of its 
benefits. Her future well-being ls inextri
cably interwoven with our own and the 
Canal's future is safe only in our sole hands. 

The time will shortly arrive when we will 
want to update the Canal and when the lease 
on our vita.I air base of Rio Hato expires. 
Let Congress meanwhile reject the proposed 
treaties and wait J;>efore making any more 
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concessions until Panama is in a reasonable 
frame of mind. If we were wise we would start 
a small canal at Nicaragua at this time and 
bring matters into a proper perspective. 

DESIGNATION OF BISHOP TIMOTH
EOS AS REIGNING BISHOP, SEC
OND DIOCESAN DISTRICT, GREEK 
ORTHODOX ARCHDIOCESE, 
NORTH AND SOUTH AMERICA 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, His 

Grace, Bishop Timotheos, was desig
nated as the reigning Bishop of the Sec
ond Diocesan District of the Greek Or
thodox Arohdiocese of North and South 
America with headquarters in Chicago, 
Ill. His diocese covers much of the Great 
Central Plains area of the United States 
and is one of the significant areas of 
Greek Orthodoxy in America. In 1962 
Bishop Timotheos was appointed as 
Bishop of the Tenth Diocese with head
quarters in Buenos Aires covering the 
continent of South America, and in De
cember 1963, he was assigned to the 
Ninth Diocese with omces in Toronto, 
having jurisdiction over the Greek Or
thodox in Canada. I ask unanimous 
consent that a brief biography on Bishop 
Timotheos be printed at the completion 
of my remarks as evidence of his ex
cellent background and training in as
suming his duties in one of the most 
significant diocese of Greek Orthodoxy 
in America. 

Mr. President, as a Senator from Illi
nois and minority leader of the U.S. 
Senate, on behalf of my colleagues I 
welcome Bishop Timotheos to lliinois 
and the Second Diocese and wish him 
well in his many duties and responsibil
ities. Greek Orthodoxy has made many 
gains in America in the past 10 years, 
and with such leaders as Bishop Tim.
otheos, Greek Orthodoxy will continue 
to grow and lead her faithful in great 
service to God and country. 

There being no objection, the biog
raphy was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE RIGHT REVEREND TIMOTHEOS HALOFTIS, 

TITULAR BISHOP OF RODOSTOLON 

The Rt. Rev. Timotheos Haloftis, Titular 
Bishop of Rodostolon (whose given name was 
Alcibiades Haloftis) was born in 1917 in the 
City of Megara (Attica), Greece where he 
received his elementary and high school ed
ucation. In 1934 he enrolled in the Theolog
ical School of the University of Athens where 
he received the Degree of Theology in 1939. 
He later (1949-1951) pursued graduate stud
ies at the Institute Catholique of Paris, 
with a scholorship from the French Gov
ernment. 

He was ordained a Deacon in 1936 and an 
Archmandrite (celibate) Priest by the then 
Metropolitan Panteleimon of Karystia, who 
later became Metropolitan of Chios. 

During the next 15 years, the Very Rev. 
Timotheos was appointed to several impor
tant posts in Greece. He served as Father Su
perior of the Monastery of the Transfigura
tion of the Saviour in Karystia; Preacher of 
Karystia; Chancellor of the Metropolis of 
Argolis; Military Chaplain during the Ital
ian invasion of Greece in 1940, when he was 
assigned to the front lines; Military Cha.p
lain of the Evelpis in Athens; Director of the 
High Military Administration of Attica and 
the Islands; Presbyter Priest of the Church 
of St. George of Kypseli in Athens; Director 
of the Apostolic Mission of the Church of 
Greece; Director Of Advance Seminars for 
Priests of the Archdiocese of Athens; and 

Professor of Advanced Seminars at the Ry
zareion Theological Seminary. 

In 1956 the V. Rev. Timotheos came to 
America where his first appointment was 
Presbyter Priest of the Winnipeg, Manitoba 
Comm.unity of Canada under the Greek Arch
diocese of North and South America. In 1957, 
he was transferred to New York City at the 
Church of St. Eleftherios. While serving 
there, he was elected President of the Coun
cil of Priests of the First Archdiocesan Dis
trict, as well as President of the Institute 
for the Aged of the Greek Archdiocese in 
Yonkers, N.Y. In 1960 he was appointed by 
the Most Reverend Archbishop Iakovos as 
Chancellor of the Greek Archdiocese. At this 
time he also joined the Faculty of the Holy 
Cross Orthodox Theological School in Brook
line, Massachusetts. 

In April, 1962 he was elected Titular Bishop 
of Rodostolon by the Holy Synod of the 
Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople 
(Istanbul), whioh has ecclesiastical jurisdic
tion over the Church of America. He was ap
pointed by Archbishop Iakovos as Bishop of 
the Tenth (South American) Diocese of the 
Greek Archdiocese with headquarters in 
Buenos Aires. He served in this capacity until 
December 11, 1963 when he was assigned to 
the Ninth (Canadian) Diocese with offices 
in Toronto. He is now assigned to the Sec
ond (Chicago) Diocese. 

Bishop Timotheos is the recipient of sev
eral awards and military medals. For his 
services and activities during the German oc
cupation, he was decorated by the Holy Syn
od of the Church of Greece. He was awarded 
the Cross of the Holy Sepulchre by His Be
atitude the Patriarch of Jerusalem, and the 
Gold Medal of Byzas (the founder of ancient 
Byzantium) by the City of Megara in Greece. 
Bishop Timotheos has written several theo
logical, ecclesiastical and religious works, as 
well as numerous articles in periodicals and 
newspapers. He has for years taped addresses 
which are heard regularly over Radio Athens. 

SENATOR CHURCH NAMED SUB
COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN 

Mr. W'ILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, it is a pleasure to announce 
today that the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho, Hon. FRANK CHURCH, has 
agreed to serve as chairman of the Sub
committee on Consumer Interests of the 
Elderly of the Special Committee on Ag
ing. Until today, I had served as chair
man of that subcommittee, but, as chair
man of the full committee, I wish to 
devote more time to matters before that 
committee and no longer can give as 
much attention to subcommittee activi-
ties. . 

Senator CHURCH has been a member 
of the Committee on Aging since 1961, 
and has been an active and compassion
ate legislator on measures related to 
older Americans. I know that he will be 
an effective chairman of a subcommittee 
which has heavY responsibilities and of
fers a fine opportunity to be of service 
to the public. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
news release giving comments from Sen
ator CHURCH. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SENATOR CHURCH NAMED SUBCOMMITTEE 
CHAmMAN 

Washington, D.C., June 20--U.S. Senator 
Frank Church, D.-Idaho, today became 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Consumer 
Interests, U.S. Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, it was announced today. The Idaho 

Senator is reviewing several subjects that 
may call for early action. 

"The Subcommittee," said Senator Church, 
"has already helped promote public aware
ness of unique problems faced by older Amer
icans as consumers. While the elderly are no 
more uniform in tastes and buying habits 
than any other group, too many of them face 
such daily realities as inadequate income, a 
high rate of chronic illness, and unfamiliarity 
with a highly complex market place. 

"Their needs should receive sustained at
tention and understanding from the Con
gress," Church said. 

In announcing the appointment, Senator 
Harrison A. Williams, D.-N. Jersey, Chairman 
of the full Committee, asid, "Senator Church 
has been a member of the Committee on 
Aging since 1961, and has been an active and 
compassionate legislator on measures related 
to older Americans. I know that he will be an 
effective chairman for a Subcommittee which 
has heavy responsibilities and a fine oppor
tunity to be of service to the public." 

Senator Church noted that the combined 
buying power of the 19 million Americans 
past age 65 is well over $40 billion. 

"Even though many retired Americans have 
limited incomes, their overall spending is of 
considerable significance," said Senator 
Church. 

Established in 1963 to study frauds and 
misrepresentations affecting the elderly, the 
Subcommittee has investigated such matters 
as questionable mail-order "retirement sites", 
quackery, and some health insurance offer
ings. One Subcommittee recommendation, 
calling for greater protection of buyers in 
interstate land sales transactions, is part of 
the 1968 Housing bill passed recently by 
the Senate. 

The Subcommittee assumed its present 
name in 1966 and took testimony last year 
on general consumer problems of special 
concern to the elderly. 

"We will continue to maintain a lively in
terest in all reports of tharp practices aimed 
primarily at older Americans," said Senator 
Church today. "We have it on the authority 
of the Past Office Department and the Na
tional Better Business Bureau that many 
modern pitchmen regard the elderly as prime 
targets for victimization. Quackery alone is a 
major problem. We also have reports of in
dividuals who were deceived on so-oalled 
'second career' opportunities, and others who 
have fallen victim to questionable home 
improvement schemes. 

"One of the duties of the Subcommittee 
will be to expose such exploitation whenever 
we find it, for the sake of the general public 
and for the sake of the vast majority of hon
est busin~men and salesmen." 

Until today, Senator Williams had served 
as Subcommittee Chairman. He became 
Chairman of the full Committee last year 
and now plans to devote more time to mat
ters before the full Committee. 

Senator Church has been a member of the 
Committee on Aging since it was established 
in 1961. He also n; Chairman of the Senate 
Interior Subcommittee on Public Lands and 
Chairman of the ·Senate Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on International Organiza
tions. 

Members of the Subcommittee on Con
sumer Interests of the Elderly are: Frank 
Church (D.-Idaho), Chairman; Harrison A. 
Williams, Jr. (D.-N.J.); Wayne Morse (D.
Oregon); Edmund S. Muskie (D.-Maine); 
Edward V. Long (D.-Missouri); Edward M. 
Kennedy (D.-Mass.); Ralph Yarborough (D.
Texas); Walter F. Mondale (D.-Minnesota); 
Hiram L. Fong (R.-Hawaii); Frank Carlson 
(R.-Kansas); Thruston B. Morton (R.-Ken
tucky); Clifford P. Hansen (R.-Wyoming). 

THE DROPOUT PROBLEM 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I have 

been very much interested in the "drop-
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out" problem. Last year, I offered an 
amendment to the ·Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act Amendments of 
1967 which was agreed to by the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare and 
the full Senate, and was retained in con
ference with the House. The amendment 
is now incorporated into the act as sec
tion 7 of title VII, "Dropout Prevention 
Projects." It has been endorsed by the 
President in both his budget and educa
tion messages, and by the Kerner Com
mission. In view of the seriousness of the 
dropout problem and its implications for 
our society, I naturally was very much 
disappointed to learn that the House Ap
propriations Committee failed to appro
priate a cent. I hope that the Senate 
Appropriations Committee will reverse 
the House action and provide the full $30 
million that has been authorized and in
cluded within the President's budget. 

The June issue of the Office of Educa
tion's publication American Education 
has spotlighted the school dropout prob
lem. In one of the articles, Mr. Daniel 
Schreiber underscores and "outlines the 
dimensions" of the dropout problem. I 
ask unanimous consent that the article 
be printed in full at this point in the 
RECORD. In addition, Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that the section 
of the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act containing my amendment, to
gether with portions of a statement I 
made on the Senate floor dealing with 
this problem, be printed in the RECORD. 
Further Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a tabulation of the dropout 
rates in some of our Nation's largest 
school systems be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND DROPOUTS: AMER

ICA'S TOP AUTHORITY OUTLINES THE DIMEN

SIONS OF A NATIONAL PROBLEM 

(By Daniel Schreiber) 
In America today, the school dropout looms 

as one of the Nation's major problems. Pres
idents of the United States, Congress, Gov
ernors, special commissions, labor and busi
ness officials, educators, social workers, juve
nile court judges--all have expressed their 
concern publicly and frequently. Recent re
ports and events, although seemingly dis
pa.ra te, highlight almost dally our Nation's 
anxiety over the impact that the school drop
out is having on our economy and stability. 
Yet, the, school dropout problem has been 
with us a long time, and the concern of edu
cators to resolve the problem is not new. 
Almost 100 years ago, in 1872, a paper titled 
"The Early Withdrawal of Pupils from 
School: Its Causes and Its Remedies" was 
presented to the annual convention of the 
National Education Association. 

The dropout . problem has become more 
pre.a.sing now because of a multiplicity of fac
tors which are largely extrinsic to the school 
and peculiar to our time. Some of them are: 

The high rate of youth unemployment, 
which is sometimes four times greater than 
the national average unemployment rate. 

The continuous rise in delinquency and 
crime among youths although large sums o! 
money are being spent to counteract this 
development. 

Large-scale migration from rural and farm 
areas to urban centers. 

The population explosion-approximately 
3.8 million youths are reaching age· 18 each 
year. This is a million more than :reached 
age 18 in 1964 and . previous years. 
· The in.crease in the number ·of welfare 

families, especially in large cities, further 
heightened by a. marked increase in the total 
cost of public assistance. (The projected 
welfare budget for New York City for the. 
1969 :fiscal year is .$1 billion!) 

The elimination of unskilled jobs through 
automation and the increased use of tech
nology in farming, resulting in unemploy-
ment. · 

The racial riots in the cities, in which the 
participants are overwhelmingly the un
employed, out-of-school youths of the area. 

The urgency of the need to alleviate some 
of the probleins created by the dropouts is 
demonstrated by the fact that two Presi
dents of the United States found it neces
sary to call Congress' attention to the situ
ation. President Kennedy referred to it in 
his State of the Union Message in 1963. In 
his message to Congress on education in 
1965, President Johnson said: "In our 15 
largest cities, 60 percent of the loth-grade 
students from poverty neighborhoods drop 
out before finishing high school. The cost o! 
this neglect run high both for youth and the 
Nation." The President could have added 
that another 10 percent never reached the 
10th grade. 

Congress responded affirmatively, money 
was appropriated, projects were undertaken, 
and programs were introduced; but unfortu
nately they were neither drastic nor suffi
ciently effective, as recent reports evidence. 
On March 1, 1968, the President's National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 
stated: "The moot dramatic evidence of the 
relationship between educational practices 
and civil disorders lies in the htgh incidence 
of riot participation by ghetto youth who 
have not completed high school." One day 
later, the Department of Labor, through 
its Bureau of Labor statistics, reported that 
in the Nation's 20 largest metropolitan areas 
"32.7 percent of nonwhite youth aged 16 to 
19 were without work compa.red with an 
11 percent jobless rate of white teenagers." 

Paradoxically, all of this comes at a time 
when the holding power of the Nation's 
schools is at its highest and the number 
of students going to oollege increase an
nually. In 1967, 721 students graduated from 
high school for every 1,000 students who were 
in fifth grade eight years previously. This 
compares most favorably with 302 graduates 
per 1,000 filth-grade students in 1932, 467 
graduates in 1942, 522 graduates in 1952, and 
642 graduates in 1962. The anomaly lies in 
the fact that the 28 percent-the 2'79 former 
fifth-graders-who did not graduate from 
high school las·t year represents more than 
three-fourths of a mllllon youths, many of 
them alienated. and unwanted.. 

WHO DROPS OUT, AND WHY? 

Numerous research studies dealing with 
dropouts have been made, and a review of 
the literature wlll uncover more than l,000 
references. Essentially they are undertaken 
on the belief that if we were to know why 
youths leave school before graduating from 
high school, we could help the next genera
tion graduate. In the 1965 book, Dropout 
Studies: Design and Conduct, prepared by 
the National Education Association in coop
eration with the U.S. Office of Education, 
Schreiber, Kaplan, and Strom indicate that 
the most valuable way to view a dropout 
study ls in terms of its purpose. Usually a 
study wm attempt to answer a specific ques
tion such as, How many pupils drop out of 
school? What are the reasons for dropping 
out? Who are the dropouts and what are 
they like? What happens to dropouts? Which 
pupils will drop out? What ways and means 
can be developed to reduce dropout rates? 

Although each dropout ls an individual 
whose reasons for dropping out are peculiar 
to himself, these studies have developed a 
portrait of an average dropout. He is just 
past his 16th birthday, has average or slightly 
below average intelligence, and is more likely 
to be a boy than a girl. He is !unctionlng 

below his potential; he is below grade level 
in reading; and academically he is in the 
lowest quartile. He is slightly over age !or his 
grade, having been held back once in the 
elementary or junior high school grades. He 
has not been in trouble with the law, al
though he does take up an inordinate 
amount of the school administrator's time 
because of truancy and discipline. He seldom 
participates in extracurricular activities; he 
feels rejected by the school and, in turn, 
rejects the school. His parents were school 
dropouts, as were his older brother and sister. 
He says that he ls leaving school because of 
lack of interest but that he will get a high 
school diploma, in some way or other, be
cause without it he cannot get a good job. 
He knows the reception tha.t awaits him in 
the outside world, yet believes that it cannot 
be worse than remaining in school. 

A study published by the New Jersey De
partment of Education in 1967, titled "Who 
Failed?" reports an interview with a highly 
perceptive youth. I am going to quote from 
it fairly extensively to demonstrate that the 
potential dropout knows that he is going to 
drop out of school but doesn't know how to 
prevent it. And neither does the school. Here 
it is: 

"At first you don't realize you a.re going to 
fail. You sit in class while the teacher is 
explaining things and you just don't under
stand what she ls talking about. You ask a 
question or two and the teacher gives you the 
answer, but you still don't understand. So 
you think you will find out from some of 
your friends what it's all about because you 
feeZ kind of ashamed to keep on asking 
questions. It makes you feel like you're kind 
of dumb. I remember the first time I asked 
the kid next to me a question about the 
work, the teacher became angry and said 
that I should stop fooling around and pay 
a.ttention .... You know there ought to be 
some time in school when you could get 
together with the other kids in your class 
and talk about the things you would be 
afraid or ashamed to ask a tacher ." 

He then goes on to de~cribe his reactions 
to the first big test in that class: how he 
mote answers to questions he made up be
cause he was ashamed to hand in an empty 
paper and how he slouched in his seat so 
that he would be as inconspicuous as pos
sible. Finally the papers were returned and 
charitably his was placed face down. Without 
looking at it, he folded it and placed it in 
his pocket. Let him tell what he did next. 
"I felt so upset I couldn't go to my next class 
right away. I went to the boy's room. I went 
into the john and took the paper out of my 
pocket to look at it. It didn't have a mark.'• 
Failure bred more failure, followed by class
cuttlng and truancy, and finally the realiza
tion that there was no hope. "By April my 
parents had accepted the idea that I was 
going to fail and they couldn't do anything 
a.bout it; the teacher knew I was going to 
fall, and she couldn't do anything about it; 
I knew I was going to !all and couldn't do 
anything about it. Somehow I found myself 
going around more with the other kids in the 
class who were also failing." 

Could this boy have been helped to become 
successful in a different school with a differ
ent program? His failure became apparent in 
senior high school, but what of those pupils 
whose failure is obvious in the first and sec
ond grade? In one recent study based on in
form.atlon from the cumulative record cards 
of graduates and dropouts in an industrial 
community in Pennsylvania, the investigator 
uncovered two predictors of school failure and 
dropout proneness which should shock all 
educators. If a child, when he entered school 
at age six, came from a home where the 
father was not working and where there was 
no phone, the chances were eight out of 10 
that he would drop out before graduating. 
Also, if he were not achieving academically 
after the end of the first grade and he had 
to repeat the. first or second grade, his chances 
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of not graduating were eight out of 10. He 
was condemned to failure at the age of six. 

There are a good many stirrings now that 
should help improve the dropout situation 
as this Nation's cumulative efforts make 
themselves felt. Schools are starting preven
tive programs earlier; New York State, for 
example, has authorized public pres.chool 
education for three- and four-year-olds. 
Schools are paying more attention to reme
diation within the regular program and are 
taking more responsibility for working out
side the formal setting. Closer community 
involvement is being built into many school 
activities because of the positive influence of 
the home and neighborhood upon youngsters• 
inclination to stay in schools. 

The Federal Government has become in
creasingly interested in public education and 
in recent years Congress has responded by 
allocating substantial sums of money to help 
in developing and main tatning programs di
rectly or indirectly related to the school drop
out. It initiated and supported the Voca
tional Education Act of 1963, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Head 
Start and Follow Through programs, the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps, the Job Corps 
under the Economic Opportunity Act, and 

'Manpower Development Training centers. The 
National Defense Education Act has funded 
programs, now under the Education Profes
sions Development Act, to upgrade the qual
ity of teachers and counselors. At the present 
time a task force at the U.S. Office of Educa
tion is preparing a study related to the drop
out program authorized by a 1967 amendment 
to the ESEA. 

DEALING WITH THE CAUSES 

"Project Re-entry," a program supported 
by the bureau of guidance of the New York 
State education department, grew out of the 
1963 summer return-to-school program which 
had been coord1nated by the U.S. Office of 
Education. The program, designed to support 
the summer efforts of guidance counselors in 
local school districts, uses intensive guidance 
and counseling of both parents and pupils 
to encourage potential and actual dropouts to 
return to school in the fall. It also seeks to 
encourage participating schools to reappraise 
current programs for these pupils. 

In 1963, Francis Keppel, then U.S. Com
missioner of Education, stated, "The funda
mental goal is not merely to keep children 
in school but to educate them. The test of 
success, therefore, is not merely the reduc
tion of the dropout rate but the improvement 
of the educational product!' 

All of the new programs to combat the 
·dropout rate have some good in them. At the 
very least, they demonstrate the Nation's 
concern and effort to resolve serious economic 
and social problems, but essentially they are 
rear-guard actions. They are not getting at 
the roots of the problem which is to educate 
all children for a meaningful, participating, 
successful life in a democratic society. For the 
overriding fact is simply that there is in
creasingly little place in our society for the 
dropout. 

Our schools must recognize these facts and 
try to alleviate the early conditions associated 
with the development of attitudes and be
havior which le.ad to dropping out. Motiva
"tion and the opportunity necessary to pro
vide greater success in school must be o:ffered. 

.otherwise, staying in school becomes an end 
in itself rather than a means to an end. 

The United States, no matter how produc
tive and affiuent it ts, cannot atford to have 
almost one mill1on youths drop out of school 
each year to become unwanted and unem
ployed. The- accumulation of the millions of 
excluded and alienated youths and young 
adults cannet and will not remain quiescent. 
We must reconstruct our educational system 
to provide relevant, successful experiences for 
all children so that they wm become and 
remain an integral part Of our society. We 
must, in the words of the National Advisory 
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Commission on ctvil DlsorderS', "ma.ke good 
the promises of American democracy to all 
citizens-urban and rural, white and black, 
Spanish surname, American Indian, and every 
minority group." To do less is to challenge 
the very fabric of our society and the possi
bilities for growth and stability in An:erica. 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO PREVENT 
DROPOUTS 

SEC. 172. Title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof a new section 
as follows: 

"DROPOUT PREVENTION PROJECTS 

"SEC. 707. (a) The Commissioner is au
thorized to arrange by contract grant, or oth
erwise, with local educational agencies for 
the carrying out by such agencies in schools 
which ( 1) a.re located in urban or rural areas, 
(2) have a high percentage of children from 
families with an income not exceeding the 
low-income factor, as defined in section 
103(c), and (3) have a high percentage of 
such children who do not complete their 
education in elementary or secondary school, 
of demonstration projects involving the use 
of innovative methods, systems, materials, or 
programs which show proinise of reducing 
the number of such children who do not 
complete their education in elementary and 
secondary schools. 

"(b) The Commissioner shall approve ar
rangements pursuant to this section only on 
application by a local educational agency 
and upon his finding: 

" ( 1) that the project will be carried out 
in one- or more schools described in subsec
tion (a); 

"(2) that the applicant has analyzed the 
reasons for such children not completing 
their education and has designed a program 
to meet this problem; 

"(3) that effective procedures, including 
objective · measurements of educational 
achievements, will be adopted for evaluating 
at least annually the effectiveness of the 
project; and 

"(4) that the project has been approved by 
the appropriate State educational agency. 

" ( c) There ts authorized to be appropri
ated not to exceed $30,000,000 for the period 
ending June 30, 1969, and. $30,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, for the pur
pose of this section." 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT 
1967 

THE DROPOUT-PROBLEM-EDUCATOR'S 
ACHILLES' HEEL 

The Elementary and Secondary Education 
Aot has heliped to alert the Nation and bring 
to our attention the special problems· of the 
disadvantaged. Yetr because of the urgency 
of the dropout problem, in our la.rge metro
politan cities, and because of the realization 
that our society demands educated and 
trained citizens, there is a growing "im
patience" both in the Congress and in the 
country over the failure to find programs 
that will actually reduce the dropout rate. 

Mr. President, the dropout problem truly 
is one of the most serious domestic problems 
facing America. We are told that approxi
mately 1 million students a.re dropping out 
of school each year. This is not only a_ per
sonal tragedy preventing full development 
of a.n individual's potential, but it also is 
costly to society. For the dropout reappears 
in our spi'raling crime statistics-, in our ju
venile delinquency rolls, in our penal and 
corrective institutions, and on our welfare 
rolls. 

Dr. Conant in his 1961 book, "Slums and 
Suburbs," warned that social dynamite was 
accumulating in our large cities. Much of 
this "social dynamite" results from those 
who have dropped out of school and a.re out 
of work. 

We are, of course, making some progress·. 
For example, in 1900 it was estimated, that 

80 percent- of youngsters aged 5 to 17 were 
in school. By January 1967, the estimate for 
the same group was 9.7 percent. 

Also, of the 2.7 million ninth graders of 
1956, 1.9 milllon or 69' percent ultimately 
graduated. Of the 3.8 million ninth grade 
youngsters today, ft 1s projected that 2.9 mil
lion or 77 percent will successfully complete 
high school. While this 1967 projection rep
resents a. significant inerease to the 1956 
date, if it proves accurate, this Nation will 
still be faced with a dropout rate of 23 per
cent in 1970. 

Think of it, Mr. President, a dropout rate 
of 23 percent in 1970. This at a time when 
technological change is occurring at an ever
tncreasing pr..ce. This ait a. time, Mr. Presi
dent, when even educated Americans realize 
the truth of the Chinese proverb that "learn
ing is like rowing upstream; not to advance 
is to drop back." With the knowledge explo
sion, the educated citizens find it a struggle 
to keep from dropping back. The dropout, 
confronting both the education explosion 
and a shrinking unskilled job market, is 
likely to sink. 

Today in the United States, there are not 
enough jobs for the unskilled. We are told 
that for every 10 unskilled workers there are 
only seven unskilled job vacancies. By 1970 
it is estima.ted tha.t only 5 percent of our 
J,obs will be unskilled. ThuS the problems al
ready serious today will become more so to
morrow. For today there are 1 million drop
outs under 21 who are out of work. And it 
has been estimated that the decade of the 
stxties, by its conclusion, will have produced 
some 7¥2 million school dropouts. 

MURPHY DROPOUT AMENDMENT 

Because· of the- urgency Of the dropout 
problem and society's stake in finding a solu
tion, I offered and the committee accepted an 
amendment aimed at the dropout problems. 
Mr. President, I want to thank Sena tor Morse 
and other commtttee members- for their 
strong support and acceptance of my drop
out prevention demonstration program. 

My amendment added to title VII author
izes an additional $30 milllon for projects de
signed for dropout prevention. It is de
signed to give maximum flexibility and free
dom at the local level for experimentation. 
It is based on the premise that answers have 
not. as yet been found which will make dra
matic changes in poverty area- schools. Under 
the program, local and State educational 
agencies will submit innovative proposals 
which zero in on a particular school or a 
particular classroom in an effort to have a 
major impact on the dropout problem. The 
amendment requires that eligible schools be 
located in an urban area, have a high per
cenrtage of children from families of low in
come, and have a high percentage of children 
who drop out of school. 

Before approving projects conceived at the 
local level, the local school district is re
quired to identify the school, analyze the 
reasons for and tailor programs. to meet the 
dropout problem, provide e:ffective procedures, 
including objective measurements of educa
tional achievement, for evaluating the pro
gram, and secure the approval of the State 
educational agency. 

Two recent articles, one from the west 
coast and one from the east coast are most 
disturbing, and show the timeliness of my 
amendment. One report came from the No
vember 2 New York Times article which re
ported that in New York Olty-

Pupils in the city school system are con
tinuing to lose ground in reading and arith
metic. 

On the following day from the west coast 
the Los Angeles Times reported-

"Student in the Los Angeles City Schools, 
particularly those in the :first three gradea 
a.re among the worst readers in the nation.'' 

These reports :trOIII the largest cities o:r 
the Nation's two largest States certa.lnily have 
disturbing: future implications and will have 
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a bearing on our ability to deal with the 
dropout problem. Since reading 1s the basic 
skill, the key to · successful school achieve
ment, the need for remedial steps are appar
ent. For the correlation between poor read
ing, poor school performance, and the drop
out are all too great. I ask consent that the 
New York Times and Los Angeles Times ar
ticles and an editorial from the Los Angeles 
Herald-Examiner be printed in full at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, to rescue the 
dropout, our society spends dollar after dol
lar on program after program, but experience 
has demonstrated that educational repair 
jobs are extremely costly and equally diffi
cult-witness the Job Corps. 

My amendment seeks to find and to reach 
the root causes of the dropout · problem. It 
provides additional resources and throws a 
challenge to the educational community. 
Prevent dropouts. If our educational system 
can reduce or prevent the dropout problem, 
it will not only be saving society the cost of 
the cure, but also it will be eliminating the 
Achillies' heel of our educational system. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that this 
kind of approach will result in programs 
that will not only have an impact at the 
local level, but have nationwide signifiance. 
Zeroing resources on certain target schools or 
classrooms will accelerate the collection of 
objective data that wm permit us to deter
mine what programs work and what pro
grams do not. My staff and I have talked to 
many people regarding this dropout proposal 
including Dr. James Conant, Dr. Max Raf
ferty, superintendent of schools of the State 
of California, Superintendent Jack Crowther, 
of the Los Angeles city school system, Dr. 
Ralph Dailard, of the San Diego school sys
tem and Dr. Wilson Riles, of California Com
pensatory Education. All seem to think this 
amendment would be helpful and useful in 
meeting the crisis that exists in our slum 
schools. 

Dropout rates-Percent of September 1960 
grade 10 class not graduating in June 
1963 

City: Percent 
New York CitY-------------------- 37. 05 
Chicago-------------------------- 33.95 Los Angeles _______________________ 22.83 

Philadelphia --------------------- 46. 60 
Detroit -------------------------- 37. 84 
Baltimore, Md--------------------- 34. 98 
Houston ------------------------- 21. 39 
Cleveland ------------------------ 31. 37 Washington, D,C __________________ 29.61 

St. Louis-------------------------- 24.70 
Milwaukee ----------------------- 26. 19 San Francisco ____________________ 33. 15 

Boston--------------------------- 35.90 
Dallas ---------------------------- 27. 74 New Orleans ______________________ 27. 10 

Source: Library of Congress. 

RATIFY HUMAN RIGHTS CONVEN
TIONS-ENCOURAGE EASTERN EU
ROPEAN SELF-DETERMINATION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 1967 

has, indeed, been a remarkable year in 
which to have lived. So far, 1968 has been, 
and promises to be, even more remark
able. 

The catalog of change is so sweeping 
and so complex that merely to list them 
individually would fill the RECORD for 
many, many pages. Suffice to say that 
they have occurred in every sector of life 
we contemplate: ecumenism, heart trans
plants, Chinese cultural revolution, de
deifying De Gaulle, American political 
life, negotiations on Vietnam, national 

and international economics, mass social 
unrest. 

Mr. President, the human mind bog
gles and computers smoke when con
fronted with these epochal occurrences 
and their significance and interrelation
ships. Much hard study and not a little 
prayer are necessary for a man to under
stand and come to personal terms with 
the res gestae of our times. 

However, there is one extremely im
portant fact of present-day life that is 
both clear and encouraging. That is the 
increasing move on the part of some 
Eastern European countries toward na
tional self-determination and a social, 
political, and cultural reform that en
hances rather than diminishes the per
sonal freedom of its citizens. 

I maintain, Mr. President, that the 
U.S. Senate now has the opportunity to 
encourage and assist the stirrings of 
democratic hope in these countries. We 
can proffer this encouragement in such 
a way that will not be misunderstood nor 
resented by the leaders of these nations. 
We can identify ourselves clearly with 
their aspirations by ratifying the Human 
Rights Conventions now pending in the 
Senate. 

The rights of personal and national 
freedom, self-determination of a sov
ereign people, true representation of the 
desires of the people within a democratic 
government; all are contained specifical
ly in the various Human Rights Conven
tions that we in the Senate now have the 
opportunity to ratify. 

Our explicit support of these conven
tions will let these nations emerging from 
repressive totalitarianism know that we 
are with them. Ratification of these con
ventions will let these people and their 
leaders know that we support them be
cause we desire for them these same free
doms we enjoy in this country. We will 
demonstrate that our interest is altruis
tic and not based on a desire for any 
kind of domination or oppressive influ
ence over their national affairs. 

Mr. President, here is an opportunity 
for the United States to speak loudly to 
the world that we believe in what these 
conventions contain, and signify not only 
for ourselves but for all men. It also pro- · 
vides a vehicle to speak to the world in a 
way in which no one can find fault. That, 
in itself, should be added to the above
listed events that have made, and are 
making, our times so interesting in which 
to live. 

CREATION OF CONSUMER PRO
TECTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
HEALTH SERVICE IN HEW 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to note the release by the Pres
ident on Saturday of the report by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare on the "Ro1e of the Federal Gov
ernment in Bringing High Quality Health 
Care to All of the American People." The 
creation of a Consumer Protection and 
Environmental Health Service will pro
vide an important focus for problems of 
environmental quality. The new Service 
will have three branches-the Food and 
Drug Administration, the National Air 
Pollution Control Administration, and 
the Environmental Control Administra
tion. 

Mr. President, the most important 
aspect of this far-reaching reorganiza
tion is the increased emphasis which will 
be given to environmental quality. 

With ever-increasing dangers from air 
pollution, new attention must be given to 
the prevention and control of dangerous 
contaminants in the atmosphere. The 
National Air Pollution Control Adminis
tration will provide a more prominent 
role for air pollution control which will 
serve the national interest well by mak
ing more visible the Federal activities in 
this sphere, thereby creating a con
tinuing public awareness of the dangers 
of air pollution. In addition to this, by 
raising administratively the level of air 
pollution prevention and control pro
grams, the needs of air pollution can 
receive more important priorities within 
the overall health programs of the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

I wish to underscore my strong feel
ings that the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare is the most appropri-, 
ate Department for our air quality pro..: 
gram. 

The selection of Mr. Charles C. John
son as the new head for the Consumer 
Protection and Environmental Health 
Service is a wise choice. He is a career 
Public Health Service officer who has 
wide experience in the areas he will be 
asked to direct. He has recently served, 
during a leave of absence, as the assistant 
commissioner for environmental health 
in New York City. Mr. Johnson was the 
man responsible for planning, develop
ing, implementing, and evaluating all 
environmental health programs and ac
tivities for New York City. This experi
ence will serve him well in his new office. 

As assistant commissioner in New York 
City, Mr. Johnson served as the city's 
health department representative on its 
air pollution control board, the air pol
lution control medical advisory commit
tee, and the mayor's emergency control 
board. In addition, Mr. Johnson repre
sented the city health department on the 
mayor's consumer council, the interde
partmental sewerage council, and the 
New York City water advisory commit
tee. 

Previously, during his 20 years as a 
Public Health Service officer, he served 
as the environmental health officer for 
the Indian health program and as a 
member of the Surgeon General's task 
force on the organization of the National 
Center for Urban and Industrial Health, 
a program which he will now have under 
his direction. We are fortunate to have 
as the Administrator of the Consumer 
Protection and Environmental Health 
Service a man with such impressive cre
dentials and wide-ranging experience. 

The Consumer Protection and En
vironmental Health Service will have 
three main components. The Food and 
Drug Administration, the National Air 
Pollution Control Aµministration, and 
the Environmental Control Administra-
tion. Within the last 2 years, the Food 
and Drug Administration has modified 
its policeman posture. It is seeking the 
advice of industry on proposed new reg
ulations. It is en,Gouraging self-regula
tion by industry of its own activities. In 
addition, the Food and Drug Adminis-
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tration is encouraging the States to as
sume much of the routine surveillance of 
industry practices. 

Beyond these changes, the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, to name just one example, 
has given important consumer protec
tion responsibilities to the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

The Environmental Control Adminis
tration will be composed primarily of the 
program elements of the National Cen
ter for Radiological Health and the Na
tional Center for Urban and Industrial 
Health. As the environment in which we 
work and live is more completely under
stood, the need for protection of this 
environment is apparent. Focusing the 
solid waste disposal program, the occu
pational health program, and the ra
diological health program, to name just 

· a few responsibilities of this new Ad
ministration, will bring necessary new 
attention to the protection of the con
sumer in his environment. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Hon. Wilbur 
Cohen,. summed up very well the role 
that the new Administration will be ex
pected to. play in our rapidly changing 
society in his report to the President: 

Man's environmental milieu consists of 
three generally differentiated aspects: the 
environment of air, water, land, and stress; 
the envi:ronment of home, work, school, etc.; 
and environment of the products man con
sumes and uses. Contaminants are present 
in each of these three environments. More
over, technologic change is producing an in
creasing use of chemicals and synthetics tn 
fabrics, in household products, as well as in 
food. Technology Ukewise is adding to the 
contamination of the air and waters and 
man's working and living environments. 

If the Consumer Protection and En
vironmental Health Service can cope 
with these problems, as I believe it can, 
the national interest will benefit im
mensely L For this reason, I commend 
the President and the Secretary of 
Health, Education,, and Welfare for es
tablishing the Consumer Protection and 
Environmental Health Service. 

ASSASSINATIONS: "LIKE A FAD, 
LIKE HOOLA HOOPS"' 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I read a very disturbing article 
which quotes a leading sociologist in this 
country as saying that assassination at
tempts will accelerate "like a fad, like 
hoola hoops" in this country because of 
the "contagion phenomenon" of vio
lence. The article is upsetting. It needs 
our immediate attention, for its contents 
begin to confirm what many of us have 
refused to believe about our society. 

While these observations by leading 
psychiatrists and university sociologists 
are alarming and may be true, I have 
not given into this conclusion. In fact, 
Dr. Robert Coles, a psychiatrist at Har
vard University, says in this article: 

The hazard of thinking in terms of pro
gression of assassinations Is that by focus
ing on discreet events it ignores the things 
that bring the progression. After all, racial 
tension and international violence· is pro
gressing. toor 

We sorrow at the isolated event and 
mourn the loss. But there is a long line 
of "things that bring the progression" 

which usually-receive a token of our col
lective e:ffort~ We have talked a lot about 
these "things.'~ We have legislation 
pending on these "thingsL" And yet when 
these "things"--defacto education, in
adequate housing, lack of decent jobs, 
poor health care, meager welfare as
sistance, and the like-face us, we wiII 
talk of budget cuts, priorities to a violent 
war, and local initiative. In the scheme 
of things we wait, but waiting is painful. 

I introduced a sense of the Senate 
res?lution, Senate resolution 302, 
which asks the Senate to call on in
stitutions, agencies, and private citi
zens-specifically, the mass media of 
broadcasting, the press, motion pictures, 
manufacturers of popular :fiction-to 
undertake a thorough self-examination 
to determine in what way they might be 
contributing to the atmosphere of vio
lence in America, or as the article calls 
it, "contagion phenomenon." It seems to 
me that if we are going to prove these 
prophets wrong, that the Senate will act 
promptly on this important resolution 
in order to encourage the reorientation 
of our thinking and behavior. Lest we 
need some further prodding, I ask unan.;. 
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the article entitled "Social Scien
tists Find Pattern in Assassinations " 
published in the New York Times. ~ 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOCIAL SCIENTISTS FIND PATTERN IN ASSASSI

NATIONS: "CONTAGION PHENOMENON"· Is 
DISCUSSED BY PSYCHl'.ATRISTS AND UNIVERSIT.Y 
SOCIOLOGIST 

(By John Leo) 
Many social scientists. say they fe~r that 

the shootings of President Kennedy, Malcolm 
X, Med.gar Evers, the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther 
King Jr. and Senator Robert F. Kennedy
after a. long period in which assassinations 
were rare-represent the accelel'ating curve 
of a new pattern. They say this even though 
little direct res.earch ha.s. been done on assas
sination. 

"Clinical experience does suggest some sort 
of contagion phenomenon," said Dr. Joseph 
Satten, a psychiatrist at the Menninger 
Foundation in Topeka, Kan. 

"The more people see of these- things, the 
more they tend ta increase." 

Amitai Etzioni, a sociologist at Columbia 
University, said yesterday that "there will be 
more assassinations and attempted assassi
na.tions of political leaders in the United 
States during the next several years." 

His statement is based on studies by him
self and others of violence and other acts of 
public hostility-prison riots, slum riots, 
bomb scares and mass murders. 

These studies, Mr. Etzioni said, show that 
highly publiciz.ed and.. dramatic acts of de
viant behavior tend to repeat themselves at 
an accelerating pace for a brief period, and 
then end abruptly. 

However, few social scientists are prepared 
to agree with Mr. Etzion:i's flat prediction 
that assasstrration attempts will accelerate 
"like a fad, like hoola hoops." 

Neil Smelser, author of "A Theory of Col
lective Behavior" (Free Press) and professor 
of sociology at Berkeley, observed that after 
Richard Speck's murder of eight student 
nurses in Chicago, and Charles J. Whitman's 
sniper-slaying of 14. in Texas~ an 18-year-old 
Arizonan., Robert B. Smith, killed five women 
in a beauty parlor and. said he got the. idea 
from Spe.ck and Whitman. 

"A highly dramatized event," Professoir 
Smesler said, "channels and focuses the un
structured diffuse hostility and potential for 

violence that exists in our S<JCiety. This kind 
1s a kind o:r natural sequence, and studies on 
hysteria, sexual psychopathic acts and swas
tika-painting show it." 

David Kaplowitz, a sociologist at Colum
bia's Bureau of Social Research, studied "the 
contagion phenomen<>n" in the wave of swas
tikas painted on synagogues and tombstones 
of Jews during the winter of 1960. Within 
three weeks of the first swastika-painting in 
Germany, more than a thousand were re
ported in the United States. 

"It was a typical curve for collective de
viant behavior," he said. "It rose rapidly, 
peaked early, then petered away to nothing. 
It's not at all implausible that this pheno
menon would apply to a$Sassinations." 

If assassinations are being dramatized be
fore the nation, sociologists say, so is the 
arrest-and in Lee Harvey Oswald's case, the 
murder--of suspected assassins. 

"The hazard of thinking in terms of pro
gressi-0n of assassinations," said Robert Coles, 
a psychiatrist at Harvard University, that by 
focussing on discreet events it ignores the 
things that bring the progression. After all, 
racial tension and international violence. is 
progressing too.'" 

WATER POLLUTION 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Na

tion is confronted with an urgent need 
to develop adequate programs to :fight 
water- pollution. Congress has taken 
steps to assure that this need will be 
met. 

In 1965 and again in 1966, the Federal 
Government responded to the national 
demand for water pollution control. The 
latter legislation, the Clean Waiter Res
tor.ation Act of 1966, has aroused little 
if any criticism because it authorized a 
massive investment of Federal funds to 
construct water pol:lution control facil
ities. 

The Water Quality Act of 1965, which 
was a synthesis of the concern expressed 
by both Houses of Congress, seems . to 
create a different response. The 1965 act 
required establishment of federally ap
proved water quality standards.for every 
interstate river, lake, stream, and coastal 
water of the United States. But, more 
than that, the Water Quality Act of 1967 
issued a declaration that the water pol
lution control philosophy of the people 
of this Nation is- to enhance water 
quality. 

Today, some individuals and organi
za.tionS' seem to be attempting to under
mine the basic concept of that legisla
tion. Many of them are now saying that 
water quality enhancement is inconsist
ent with the purposes of this legislation. 

State and local water pollution control 
officials and many representatives of in
dustry are being deluged with propa
ganda which suggests that Congress 
wanted something else other than water 
quality enhancement. 

There has been little open public dis
cussion of this issue and a plethora of 
misinformation. However, a recent ar
ticle in the May 30 issue of Engineers 
News Record provides a more detailed 
discussion of the questions at hand. 

I know that Senators are concerned 
with this issue, and I know that a great 
deal more light needs to be shed on the 
controversy. Therefore. I ask wianimous 
consent. tha.t the article entitled ''Water 
Pollution Control Is Tough" be printed 
in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL Is TOUGH 
ENOUGH; LET'S NOT INJECT POLITICS 

In water pollution control, it's the season 
of discontent. Money is short, the program 
is falling behind schedule, states are con
fused over national goals, and federal pro
gram directors are disorganized and fum
bling their public relations. 

To get the program well organized before 
it falls apart completely is going to require 
a return to the nonpartisan atmosphere 
that prevailed on Capitol Hill when Congress 
passed the landmark pollution control bills 
of 1965 and '66. Right now politics is running 
ahead of pollution control. 

In Hawaii, the Western Governor's Con
ference unanimously approved a resolu
tion criticizing the federal water pollution 
control program (ENR 5/23 p. 52). Southern 
states are up in arms over one section of 
the program that ls raising the states' rights 
issue. In Washington, some Republican mem
bers of the House Public Works Committee 
hammer at InterLor Secretary Stewart A. 
Udall over his policies, and Democratic mem
bers are forced to defend his positions. 

Overlooked in the confusion and argument 
is the simple fact that the water cleanup 
program is based on less-than-exact knowl
edge. When legislation triggering the present 
water quality standards program passed, it 
was known that upgrading would oome along 
someday. Congress acted primarily to meet 
a growing crisis in the country that required 
some immediate action. 

FULL SPEED ASTERN 

Something less than immediate aotion is 
what it got. 

The states did get their water quality 
standards in by the June 30, 1967, deadline. 
Most call for initial waste treatment plant 
construction to be completed in about five 
years. According to the procedure outlined 
by Congress, the standards were submitted to 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Admin
istration for its review and then final ap
proval by the Secretary of the Interior. Con
struction of needed facilities could not start 
in earnest until standards got Interior ap
proval. 

The Oongress authorized a massive $3.2-
blllion, four-year grant program to assist in 
construction of municipal waste treatment 
plants. 

By mid-July, Udall approved the first 
standards. At a press conference, he said that 
1f there is any significant characteristic of 
the standards, it is that they "call for a 
minimum of secondary treatment for all mu
nicipal wastes and a comparable degree of 
treatment for industrial wastes." Word got 
around that secondary treatment (85% re
moval of biochemical oxygen demand-BOD) 
would be the minimum degree acceptable, 
and the first real battle between Udall and 
the states started. Nevada objected to such a 
blanket regulation, and FWPCA officials 
hinted at court action. The issue is still offi
cially unsettled, but Interior officials have 
since said that it is mainly just a battle over 
terminology anyway. 

MONEY ISN'T EVERYTHING 

Meanwhile, more storm clouds were gather
ing. 

Appropriations for the fiscal 1968 waste 
treatment grant program were 50 % below 
'the level Congress authorized, and state 
oftlcla.ls wondered how water quality stand
ards could be met if the federal government 
was going to renege on its promise of money. 

Then, after the rush approval of the first 
10 states' standards packages, the approval 
·process slowed down. It is now 11 months be
hind schedule. Most of the problem steill8 
.from FWPCA's disorganization. The agency 

was unprepared to deal with the masses of 
data it got from the states. The first approvals 
may have been ma.de to pacify a Congress 
grumbling at the slowness of its "immediate 
action" program. Whatever the reason be
hind the quick approvals, they are coming 
back to haunt Interior now. 
. At hearings before the Senate public works 
air and water pollution subcommittee, Sen. 
Edmund S. Muskie (D-Me.) chided then 
FWPCA Commissioner James M. Quigley on 
the blanket endorsement implied in his let
ter of approval to Georgia. Said Muskie: "I 
recognize you are not going to get perfection, 
with the time element involved, with respect 
to both quality standards and plans for im
plementation. But I think that the de
ficiencies ought to be honestly identified and 
pointed out to the states and that, where 
deficiencies exist, standards ought to be ap
proved on a provisional basis, with plenty of 
handle left to the federal agency to press for 
improvement with a cooperative approach." 

But Interior was not, then, provisionally 
approving standards and the mistake is 
coming home to roost as some states are 
asked to reopen their standards and change 
them to reflect new policies. Ironically, 
Georgia is the most verbose and determined 
of the states balking at reopening their 
standards. 

After the first rush of approvals, there was 
a curious silence from Interior. Months 
dragged by with no approvals at all as 
FWPCA strove to organize its review ma
chinery and an internal debate raged over 
national goals. Then, in February, Udall set
tled the debate when he announced that 
water quality standards permitting high 
quality waters to be degraded below their 
present quality would no longer be approved. 
What has followed is a barrage of protest. 

In Hawaii this month, 13 western gov
ernors (11 of them Republicans) accused 
the Department of the Interior of insisting 
on "improper and unauthorized federal inter
vention in states' water pollution control 
programs." The governors called on Interior 
to "rescind or properly amend those federal 
requirements which have caused an unfor
tunate situation to develop." 

The federal requirement the governors 
were criticizing is degradation. The unfor
tunate result ls a slowing down of the al
ready staggering treatment plant construc
tion program while the states and federal 
government battle over the degradation is
sue. Until the controversy is settled, the 
states have not included a degradation 
clause in their water quality standards will 
be reluctant to go ahead with plans for 
treatment plants that -may prove to be in
adequate. So far, only four states have in
cluded the clause. 

Colorado Gov. John A. Love calls accept
ance of the policy "traitorous." And Georgia 
pollution official R. S. Howard, Jr., says adop
tion of the policy would mean the state 
would "have to get Interior approval for any 
future discharges. The federal government 
would be exercising control over Georgia's 
future economic and industrial development. 

COMMUNICATE, DON'T DEGRADATE 

Degradation itself is probably not the 
real problem. The Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1965 clearly states that its 
purpose is to "enhance the quality and value 
of our water resources." Degradation of water 
quality cannot be called enhancement. 

Public relations and communications is 
the problem here. When Udall made his 
policy statement, it had the ring of an Olym
pian decree. He actually was restating the 
purpose of the federal program, but it 
sounded new to state officials, some of whom 
promptly jumped to the conclusion that 
Udall was empire building. Udall cannot be 
faulted for bis statement, but he can be, 
and is, criticized for not fully explaining him
self, his interpretation of policy, and :his 

methods of achieving it. Now FWPCA Com
missioner Joe G. Moore, Jr., has the odious 
chore of traveling around the country sooth
ing feelings and explaining the policy. His 
meeting with Georgia and other southern 
state officials, who have already voted to re
Ject the degradation policy, got him nowhere. 
Western pollution control men, who had 
no stand to retreat from before the gov
ernors' resolution, were more cooperative. 
Other states, meanwhile are in a quandary, 
some with legal restrictions that prohibit 
them from changing their standards without 
public hearings and/or legislative action. 

One reason for the intensity of the attack 
against the policy is that it was the subject 
of debate within Interior and FWPCA. Quig
ley was afraid of stifling industry, but Frank 
DlLuzlo, the assistant secretary of Interior 
for water pollution control, campaigned for 
clean water at almost any cost. The argu
ment went to Udall for resolution, leading 
some state officials to believe that degrada
tion was a new policy or one that was sub
ject to debate. 

While that battle rages, others keep crop
ping up to slow the program. Another low 
budget request ($225 million) for fiscal 1969 
is in the offing. To get around the problem, 
Interior developed a new waste treatment 
finance plan which guaranteed federal pay
ments on municipal bonds. The finance plan 
is now sputtering through Congress, while 
state officials complain that interest on the 
bonds would not be tax exempt, that the 
population criterion would prevent small 
communities from participating, and that 
the program would hurt other state bond 
programs. The complaints stem from the 
Budget Bureau and Treasury Department 
tampering with the basic Interior idea. 

The importance of the new plan was out
lined by Udall when he appeared before a 
House public works subcommittee last 
month: "Whatever the cost finally turns out 
to be, the fact remains that these facilities 
will be needed or communities will not meet 
the schedules of the water quality standards 
and wm face state and federal enforcement 
actions." 

In fact, most states, particularly the big 
ones, wlll probably not meet the deadlines 
anyway. With debates continuing over stand
ards, the states still face the long lead times 
necessary to design and build treatment fa
clli tles, not to mention the time it takes to 
arrange financing. And if the states do man
age to build the plants, there is still the 
problem of manning them with competent 
operators. There is a shortage now, and it's 
likely to get worse. 

These are the obvious problems the pro
gram will have to deal with. Still unknown 
is whether the construction industry wlll be 
able to handle the expected flood of contracts 
to design and build the hundreds of plants 
needed. Industry spokesmen say they can 
handle it, but wm innovations in treatment 
have to be bypassed in the rush to get the 
plants up? No one knows yet. And no one 
knows what other major problems lurk in the 
stacks of papers that are the standards. 

If the program is to move ahead, it wm 
take renewed spirit among federal, state and 
industry officials, and a renewed willingness 
to proceed with the knowledge that there will 
be problems just as there were in 1965 when 
the Water Quality Act was passed. Those 
problems were solved in a nonpartisan atmos
phere; the new problems can be solved only 
in a similar atmosphere. 

OPPOSITION TO CONFIRMATION OF 
APPOINTMENT OF A NEW CHIEF 
JUSTICE BY "LAMEDUCK" PRESI
DENT 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I wish to 
9pmmend the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] for his forth-
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right statement of intentions in view of 
the continuing rumors of an impending 
Supreme Court resignation. 

I will join wit}) Senator Griffin in de
bating and opposing the confirmation of 
-any appointment of a new Chief Justice 
by a "lameduck" President. 

With the Court in adjournment and 
the American people about to pick a new 
administration which may considerably 
reorient the philosophy of our National 
Government, it would be a major mistake 
to presume today to fill such an im
portant post. 

Far better to await the November 
judgment of the American people con
cerning which way they want their Na
tion to go. At the very least, the people's 
new President should have the privilege 
and responsibility of making major ap
pointment nominations, and the people's 
Senators elected in November the privi
leges and responsibility of action on con
firmation of them. 

EULOGY TO SENATOR ROBERT F. 
KENNEDY BY TED SORENSEN 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
Saturday Review of June 22 contains a 
most moving and eloquent tribute. to the 
late Senator Robert Francis Kennedy. 
The eulogy was written by Mr. Ted Sor
ensen, familiar to all of us here. 

I know of no one more qualified than 
Mr. Sorensen to comment on the late 
Senator. Indeed, almost his entire adult 
life has been spent in service to the Ken
nedy family, beginning in 1953, when at 
the age of 25, he became legislative assist
ant to then Senator John Kennedy. 

I think the thing that stands out most 
in Mr. Sorensen's tribute are the lines: 

Oh yes, much wm be said and written 
about his death. Let us honor and remem
ber his life. 

Quite often, when death is sudden and 
tragic, we allow that death to obscure the 
accomplishments of life. I echo these 
sentiments and believe Senator Kennedy 
would want it that way. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be reprinted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
R. F. K .: A PERSONAL MEMom-"A BEAUTIFUL 

LIFE-So UNFAIRLY BRIEF BUT So INCREDI
BLY FULL." 

(By Theodore C. Sorensen) 
To begin with, Robert Kennedy is dead. 

No words can alter that unalterable fact. No 
tears can console our inconsolable grief, and 
no monument or memorial can replace that 
irreplaceable figure whose leadership and 
laughter and love of fellow man are now lost. 

Thus it is hard for those of us who loved 
and looked to him to expose our wounds 
with words before time has crusted them over 
ju8t a little. But much of what is being 
spoken and written today revolves around 
Robert Kennedy's death; and we shall only 
be multiplying the tragedy of that mindless, 
senseless act if our memories do not revolve 
around his life. 

It is not his death but his life that speaks 
volumes against the folly and futility of vio
lence. If his spirit now cries out to us to halt, 
it calls upon us to halt not merely the un
limited sale of guns, but the unlimited kill
ing of men, whether it 1s done in defiance 
o:f the law or in the name of the.law, by an 

assassin or by a nation. And to urge in his 
name repressive anti-crime legislation which 
he opposed is to turn tragedy into travesty. 

Oh yes, much will be said and written 
about his death. Let us honor and remember 

·his life. It was a beautiful life--so unfairly 
brief but so incredibly full, marked by sor
row but overfiowing with joy, too short to do 
all that he wanted to do, but long enough 
to leave more lasting legacies to all mankind 
than a legion of lesser men could have 
achieved at twice his age. It was a meaning
ful life--blessed with the love of a wonderful 
wife and children, enriched by the shining 
example of a brother whom he loved and 
served and helped make great. 

And yet, for such a public man, it was a 
surprisingly private life. He was adored by 
millions, excoriated by thousands, but 
known, by very, very few. Those who saw 
only the toughness of his hide could not 
have believed the tenderness of his heart. 
Tliose who marveled at the majesty of his 
public presence could not have understood 
the modesty of his private thoughts. It would 
surprise those critics who spoke so stupidly 
about his ruthlessness to know that in fact, 
in the poet's words, "His life was so gentle, 
and the elements so mixed in him, tha~ na
ture might stand on its feet and say to all 
the world: this was a man." 

Even some of his friends helped to blur 
the picture. Because his foes tried to pic
ture him as tough, -am.bitious and relentless, 
we tried to say that he was not. But he was
touglh enough to withstand those slings 
and arrows of misfortune and malice that 
have driven other men from the field, ambi
tious enough to increase his contribution 
to his country, and relentless in his pursuit 
of justice for all and hopelessness for none. 

Unlike his brother, Robert Kennedy never 
became President of the United States
although I truly believe he was on his way 
to becoming one of the greate&t--but he 
molded more minds and inspired more hearts 
in this and other naitions than nearly all 
of the men who served in that exalted 
post. Like his brother, he forsook comfort 
for country, grew wiser and warmer as he 
grew older, preferred candor to cliches in both 
formal and informal utterances, laughed at 
himself more often than at others, forgave 
even those who reviled him, and was struck 
down by the assassin's bullet at the height 
of his power and glory. 

There is no curse upon the Kennedys. They 
have more than their share of ill-fate be
cause they had more than their share of the 
courage and the conviction required to dare 
and to try and to tempt fate. They believed 
with Sir Francis Bacon that there is no 
comparison between that which is lost by 
not succeeding and that which is lost by 
not trying. They died heroic deaths because 
they lived heroic lives. 

Those lives were not wasted. The bitter
ness of our anguish today cannot cause us 
to forget the lasting value of their valiant 
labors. And so it is that we remember now, 
especially now, how Robert Kennedy ap
peared before the Democratic National Con
vention's memorial service for his brother 
in 1964 and recited these words from Shake
speare: 

"When he shall die 
Take him and cut him out in little stars 
And he shall make the face of heaven 

so fine 
That all the world will be in love with 

night ... " 

. COL. JOHN EISENHOWER SUPPORTS 
RICHARD M. NIXON FOR PRESIDENT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a recent 
sPeech by Col. John Eisenhower, a Ko
rean war combat commander and son of 
the former President and five-star gen-

eral, has come to my attention. I ask 
unanimous consent that an excerpt from 
this speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COL. JOHN EISENHOWER, IKE'S SON, STRONGLY 

SUPPORTS NIXON 
(Excerpt from a recent New Jersey speech 

by Col. John Eisenhower, Korean war com
bat commander and son of the former 
President and five-star general) 

(By John Eisenhower) 
I would like to summarize why I-along 

with a few members of my family, I might 
add-am personally supporting Richard M. 
Nixon for the high office of President of the 
United States. 

First of all there is the question of Viet
nam, the number one item on everyone's 
mind. All of us want peace in that country 
and the ultimate withdrawal of U.S. troops. 
Nobody wants this more than Dick Nixon. 
There are some candidates who like to pre
tend to possess a monopoly on wanting peace. 
This is sheer nonsense. 

In his quest for peace I have confidence 
that Dick Nixon will negotiate a peace with 
honor. He will never let America sign any 
document of thinly-disguised surrender. To 
sign a peace in Vietnam that will concede 
the communists everything for which they 
originally initiated their wanton aggression 
would mean that all the American, South 
Vietnamese and allied fighting men who 
have fought there have risked or lost their 
lives completely in vain. 

On the domestic side, our Mr. Nixon real
izes full well that significant elements of our 
population live without hope or opportunity 
to pull themselves up by their own boot
straps overnight. He is deeply concerned. But 
he also has the integrity to avoid promis
ing quick, easy solutions to this stupendous 
problem. 

Dick Nixon has had unique exposure to the 
office of the Presidency. For eight years he 
was one of my father's most trusted advisors, 
not only observing but participating in the 
formulation of many important Presidential 
decisions. Probably no Vice President ever 
took so active a part in an Administration as 
did Mr. Nixon during the Eisenhower years. 

As such he recognizes the unthinkable 
monetary mess that has grown to crisis pro
portions under Democratic administrations 
since 1960. He will surround himself with ex
perts who· will take a practical common sense 
approach to the solution of this dilemma. 

Most of all, I have confidence in Richard 
Nixon because of his courage. He declared 
his candidacy without waiting for a couple 
of other candidates to kill each other off. He 
has the courage to run in the absence of a 
massive personal fortune with which to over
whelm his opponents. 

Fellow Republicans, 1968 has got to be a 
Republican year because the people of 
America are coming to realize the necessity to 
return to solid, comon-sense government. 

Richard M. Nixon is the man who will lead 
us to victory in November. 

VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT HUM
PHREY'S STUDY OF MIGRATORY 
LABOR PROBLEMS 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, the bill, S. 8, which brings 
farm employers and farm workers under 
the NLRA, is now actively under execu
tive consideration by the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. Presently and 
for more than three decades, the NLRA 
has expressly excluded farmworkers from 
the basic law which provided collective 
bargaining rights to industrial workers 
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1n 1935, and which brought Iabo·r· peace 1n other occupations. It is now time-indeed, 
to the industrial sector of our national it 1a long overdue-for fa.rm workers to have 
life. full rights of organization and collective bar-

The ~i=n~ denial of collective bar- gaining guaranteed under the National Labor 
.&' .. ......,.,, " Relations Act. As I have stated 1n the past-

gaining rights to farmworkers constitutes and I reaffirm. now-Congress should act th1a 
a positive, discriminatory act by the year to provide this protection. 
Federal Government against a group of With this step migrant farm workers wll1 
workers who perform essential produc- hav.e won a major and well-deserved victory 
tive services, but who get less for their in th.eir struggle for full and equal rights 
labor than any other worker in our so- in the American economy. 

l HUBERT H. HUMPHREY' 
ciety. Indeed there now exists an imba - WASHINGTON, June 18, 1968. 
ance between farm employers and farm-
workers, which, so long as it persists, IV. EARLIER CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS 

poses a serious threat to the stability of The hearings which the Subcommittee on 
the food production complex of our Labor and Labor-Management Relations held 

on migratory labor do not represent the first 
country· attention which the Congress has devoted to 

A total boycott is in effect right now, this problem. 
for example, on all california grapes Senate committee requests Department of 
moving into New York City. The legal Labor report 
anomalies producing this situation is In 1936 the Senate Committee on Educa-
tbat the California grapeworkers are . tion and Labor directed the Department of 
legally denied the right to a democra.tie Labor "to study, survey, and investigate the 
election to determine whether a major- social and economic needs of laborers migrat
ity wlsh union represent.ation. But they ing across State lines, obtaining all facts 
are not legally prohibited from promot- possible in relation thereto which would not 
ing an economically damaging boycott at only be of public interest, but which would 
the other end of the country. If large- aid the Congress and the States in enacting 

remedial legislation." l 
scale, big business farms were covered by July 1937 the Department filed its report. 
the NLRA as provided in S. 8, these legal Among other items the Department noted 
anomalies would be just reversed: the that--
farmworkers would have a right to an (1) Migration of workers, although nec-
election, but the law would prohibit the essary, is largely unguided or ill-directed. 
boycott of the farm PI:'odUcl at the (2) Rarely does any type of migrant have 
marketplace. the assurance of a definite job until after he 

The subject of this long overdue legis- h(3f1~~rate knowledge as to the employ
lation, S. 8, bas been studied by numerous ment of earnings of migratory workers does 
congressional committees, Federal agen- not exist. 
cies, and commissions. Found uniformly ( 4) Seasonal migrants 1n agriculture seem 
among the findings of all these studies is to be able to average only about 6. months 
the conclusion which I have stated: that of work each year. 
a harmful imbalance exists between farm (5) The interstate migrant has been 

largely overlooked in many of the recent laws 
employers and farmworkers. to provide for the security of workers. (Un-

Vice President HUMPHREY, while serv- employment compensation and Federal old
ing as a member of Labor and Public age annul.ties.) 
Welfare in 1952, reported to the Senate (6) The condlltions of migratory life • • • 
the bill S. 3300, legislation to enact migra- are a threat to the development of good 
tory Labor Committee Act of 1952. In citizens. 
his committee report in support of the (a) The migrant and his family tend to be 
bill s. 3300, senator HUMPHREY set forth isolated from the normal activities Of the 
a highly informative survey of the num- community, both because of their enforced 

erous studies of the problems of farm- mode of travel and living and because of 
community prejudices against them. 

workers during the period 1936-52. (b} Living accommodations for most mi-
The Vice President recalled ·his early grants are deplorable. 

interest in a letter printed in the New (c) Lack of medical care and health pro
York Times on June 20, 1968. I ask unan- tection for the migrant menaces the com-
1mous consent that this letter be re- munity as wen as the migrants thexnselves. 
printed in the RECORD at the close of my (d) Educational opportunities are lacking 
remarks. or extremely limited for the children of thou-

I commend to the attention of the sands of migrant families, particularly those 
of migrant agriculture workers.2 

Senate the Humphrey survey of the The La Follette committee 
studies of the migratory labor problem, 
and I ask unanimous consent that an Also 1n 1936, a subcommittee of the Sen-

ate Committee on Education and Labor was 
excerpt from Senator HUMPHREY'S Sen- established to "make an investigation of 
ate Report No. 1686, 82d Congress, second violations of the right of free speech and 
session, be printed in the RECORD follow- assembly and undue interference with the 
ing the letter from the New York Times. right of labor to organJ,ze and bargain col-

There being no objection, the items lectively." Extended several times, the com
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD.. mittee held numerous hearings on the prot?
as follows: lems of hired farm labor, particularly of mi

gratory labor in California. In 1941 and 1942 
[From the New York Times, June 20, 1968) legislative recommendations growing out of 

Am FOR FARM LABOR this investigation were introduced to apply 
To the EDnoR: I commend your editorial to agricultural workers on large-scale farms. 

of June 17 calling for a "fair deal for farm. These included provision for legal protection 
workers." to collective bargaining, maximum hours and 

In the early 1950's I held the first com- minimum wages, licensing of labor contrac
prehensive Congressional hearings on the 
severe economic and socfal problems con
fronted by our migrant farm workers. Since 
that time many finportant steps have been 
taken to give these workers the same op
portunities and protection afforded workers 

i S. Res. 298, 74th Cong. 
2 U. S. Department of Labor, Migration of 

Workers. Preliminary report of the Secretary 
o! Labor, pursuant. to S. Res. 298 (74th 
Cong.} (mimeographed edition, pp. v-v11i). 

tors, boards. to establish prevailing wages, 
old-age and survivors insurance and unem
ployment insurance.• 

Mr. La Follette summarized his proposars 
in these words: 

"The five bills which are being intro
duced to deal wi·th industrialized agricul
tural wage workers would create a national 
policy for the treatment of this group for 
both the war and postwar period. These 
bills would constitute a rounded and co
hesive series of measures. They would at
tempt to promote an efficient utilization Of 
wage labor in agriculture that would secure 
both the 'Food for Victory' program from 
the wage-labor side and the success of ef
fective national manpower mobilization in 
the field of agriculture. They would ac
complish these war aims by means. of and 
according to a set of standards that would 
make agricultural labor a desirable employ
ment. The same statutes and standards 
which our democracy has accorded to other 
forms of labor would pel'ta.in to agricultural · 
wage labor, and, thereby, give these millions 
a stake in victory and a stable order there
after." 

The Tolan committee 
On April 22, 1940, the House established 

a Select Committee of Five "to inquire into 
the interstate migration of destitute citizens, 
to study. survey and investigate the sopial 
and economic needs and the movement of 
indigent persons across State lines, obtaining 
all facts possible in relation there to which 
would not only be of public interest but 
which would aid the House in enacting 
remedial legislation."• 

a Specifically the bills were-
S. 2860, a bilI to amend the Na:tional Labor 

Relations Act by extending its benefits to 
agricultural labor on large industrial farms; 

S. 2861, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 by extending its bene
fits to employees on large industrial farms, 
and for 0th.er purposes; 

S. 2862, a b111 to regulate private employ
ment agencies dealing with agricultural 
labor and engaged in interstate commerce; 

S. 2863, a bill to provide for the fixing of 
wages on large industrial farms and affecting 
interstate commerce, to create an Agricul
tural Wage Board, and for other purposes; 
and 

S. 2864, a bill to provide for the common 
defense; to provide for the general wella.re of 
agricultural workers by amending the Social 
Security Act a.ud the Internal Revenue Code 
to cover a.gricul tural employment on large 
industrial farms. with respect to old-age and 
survivors' insurance benefits; to establish a 
Federal Farm Placement Division within the 
Blireau of Employment Security Of the Fed
eral Security Agency; to provide a system of 
Federal agricultural unemployment insur
ance; to raise revenue; and for other purposes 
(Congressional Record, Ocpober 19, 1942, p. 
8320). 

In addition to the foregoing, Mr. La Pol
lette introduced an earlier bill. 

"In connection with these five measures 
introduced today, I call the attention of the 
Senate to S. 2057 which was introduced: in 
November of last year. It would amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act to regulate the 
use of chlldren as agricultural wage laborers 
on other than the 'family farm,' thus remov
ing this outside employment of children 
from Its present dependence upon the atti
tude of local school authorities who may be 
subject to local prejudices and pressures. 
This bill would eliminate a specific exemp
tion for children employed in agriculture 
and place such employment in the same 
category as children employed ellsewhere, 
allowing for the employment of those be.;, 
tween the ages of 14 to 16 with the permis
sion of the Chlldren's Bureau of the Depart
ment of Labor" (ibid., p. 8325). 
•H.~.63. 
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Among the legislative and administrative 

recommendations of the Tolan committee 
to be found in its final report dated April 
1941 are the following: 

( 1) Licensing of labor contractors. 
(2) Continuation and extension of Farm 

Security Administrative labor camps. 
(3) The establishment of a fourth cate

gory of public assistance under the Social 
Security Act to provide general relief for 
nonsettled persons.11 

V. INVESTIGATIONS BY THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH 

Interdepartmental committee to coordinate 
health and welfare activities 

Concurrently with and following thei;;e 
congressional investigations of migratory 
labor, the executive branch of the Govern
ment conducted investigations. In October 
1936 President Roosevelt created an Inter
departmental Committee To Coordinate 
Health and Welfare Activities. This commit
tee, in 1940, prepared a special report on 
migratory labor, together with recommenda
tions for administrative and legislative ac
tion. Among the recommendations which 
it made were--

( 1) Dissemination of factual data on 
migrants. . 

(2) Federal aid to communities with large 
migrant groups for assistance toward edu
cational, recreational, and welfare service. 

(3) Federal aid to housing. 
(4) Federal funds to States to assist them 

in provision of health and medical services. 
(5) Licensing of labor contractors. 
(6) Regulation of transportation of work

ers in trucks. 
(7) Strengthening of the Farm-Placement 

Service. 
(8) Application of the Fair Labor Stand

ards Act to migratory workers. 
(9) Child-labor protection. 
(10) Extension of social security to mi

grants. 
The committee concluded its specific rec

ommendations by pointing out: 
"The suggestions are premised upon closer 

working relationships and better coordina
tion among Federal and State agencies with 
responsibilities in the several fields in
volved." 6 

Federal interagency committee 

In May 1946, another interdepartmental 
committee was created. Pursuant to title 
III, section 302, of the War Mobilization and 
Reconversion Act of 1944 (Public Law 458, 
78th Cong.), the Administrator of the Re
training and Reemployment Administration 
established a Federal Interagency Commit
tee on Migratory Labor. Under the order 
creating it, it was stated that the committee 
is to "review existing legal authority and 
administrative machinery of the various Gov
ernment agencies to determine how living 
and labor standards of migrant workers in 
industry, transportation, and agriculture 
can be developed and improved." 7 

In May 1947 the committee submitted a 
report entitled "Migrant Labor-A Human 
Problem," which made administrative and 
legislative recommendations toward im
proving conditions for migratory agricultural 
workers. 

Its recommendations follow the same fa
miliar pattern: 

( 1) Child-labor protection. 
(2) Minimum wages for agricultural work

ers. 

6 U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, 
report of the Select Committee To Investi
gate the Interstate Migration of Destitute 
Citizens (H. Rept. No. 369, 77th Cong., 1st 
sess., p. 10). 

0 The report was reproduced in the Social 
Security Bull. September 1940. The excerpts 
cited are from pp. 14, 15. 

7 Department of Labor, Pretraining and 
Reemployment Administration Order 6. 

(3) Enactment of State laws licensing and 
regulating labor camps. 

( 4) Continuation of Federal labor camps. 
(5) Enactment of State and Federal laws 

licensing private employment agencies, in
cluding labor contractors. 

(6) Enactment of State and Federal laws 
regulating private transportation of workers. 

(7) Extension of workmen's compensation 
laws to migrants. 

( 8) Extension of the Social Security Act to 
migrants-including unemployment insur
ance, old-age and survivors insurance, public 
assistance removal by States of residence re
quirements for health, education, welfare, 
and recreational services. 

(9) Federal grants-in-aid to States to stim
ulate development of better housing, 
health, education, and welfare services for 
migrants.8 ' 

President's Commission on Migratory Labor 
Further, in June 1950, President Truman 

appointed the President's Commission on 
Migratory Labor. One significant factor had 
by this time been added to the problem of 
migratory labor: the presence of larger and 
larger numbers of foreign workers, both legal 
and illegal. As a wartime emergency man
power measure, Mexicans were imported on a 
contract labor basis for work in American 
agriculture and on the railroads beginning in 
1943. Importations for railroad maintenance
of-way work came to an end in 1945 with the 
end of the war, but the importation of work
ers for seasonal employment in agriculture 
grew and expanded. And as the program for 
the legal inlportation of Mexican workers ex
panded, so did the number of Mexicans who 
entered the United States illegally increase. 
Therefore the President directed his Commis
sion to examine not only into the conditions 
of domestic migratory workers, but to ex
amine in to the conditions and results of the 
presence of hundreds of thousands of for
eign workers. 

Under Executive Order No. 10129, by which 
it was established, the Commission was di
rected to inquire in to-

( 1) Social, economic, health, and educa
tional conditions among migratory workers, 
both alien and domestic, in the United States; 

(2) Problems created by the migration of 
workers, for temporary employment, into the 
United States, pursuant to the immigration 
laws or otherwise; 

(3) Responsibilities now being assumed by 
Federal, State, county, and municipal au
thorities with respect to alleviating the con
ditions among migratory workers, both alien 
and domestic; 

(4) Whether sufficient numbers of local 
and migratory workers can be obtained from 
domestic sources to meet agriculture labor 
needs and, if not, the extent to which the 
temporary employment of foreign workers 
may be required to supplement the domestic 
labor supply; and 

(5) The extent of illegal immigration of 
foreign workers into the United Staites and 
the problems created thereby, and whether, 
and in what respect, current law-enforce
ment measures and the authority and means 
possessed by Federal, State, and local govern
ments may be strengthened and improved to 
eliminate such ~llegal immigration. 

Following 9 months of study of the prob
lem during which 12 public hearings were 
held throughout the United States, the Com
mission submitted its report to the President 
in April 1951: Migratory Labor in American 
Agriculture. In it the Commission answered, 
in basic and comprehensive terms, the issues 
raised by the President. 

Among the Commission's key recommenda
tions were-

s u . s. Department of Labor, Federal Inter
agency Committee on Migrant Labor, Mi
grant Labor-A Human Problem, March 
1947, pp. 7, 8. 

(1) Establishment of a Federal Commit
tee on Migratory Labor. 

(2) That first reliance be placed on using 
our domestic labor force more effectively. 

(3) That foreign-labor importation and 
contracting be under intergovernmental 
agreements specifying conditions and stand
ards of employment. 

(4) Increased personnel and powers to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service to 
enable it to meet the "wetback invasion." 

( 5) Licensing of labor contractors. 
(6) Inclusion of agricultural workers 

within the Labor-Management Relations Act 
Of 1947. 

(7) Enactment of minimum-wage legisla
tion. 

(8) Federal aid to housing of migrants. 
( 9) Amendment of the Social Security Act 

to insure medical care to migrants. 
(10) Unemployment compensation. 
(11) Old-age and survivors' insurance. 
(12) Retention of the 1949 child-labor 

amendments to the Fair Labor Standards 
Act. 

(13) Development of an educational pro
gram for migrant children. 

The striking fact which stands out from 
study of these numerous investigations is 
the similarity of the findings and recom
mendations. Those factors which appeared as 
the root of the problem to investigators in 
1936 a.re those which so appeared to investi
gators in 1951: 

Minimum wages. 
Collective bargaining. 
Licensing of labor contractors. 
Government assistance to housing. 
Prohibition of child labor. 
Education for migrant children. 
Old-age and survivors insurance. 
Unemployment compensation. 
The major condition which changed be

tween 1936 and 1951 was not the enactment 
of remedial legislation but the addition of 
legal and illegal foreign workers to the labor 
force for seasonal employment in agriculture. 
The sole recurring legislative recommenda
tion of these years enacted into law was the 
1949 child-labor amendment to the Fair La
bor Standards Act prohibiting agricultural 
employment during school hours for any 
child below the age of 16. With the excep
tion of this act, all of the legislative rec
ommendations made again and again remain 
to be acted upon. 

Study of the recommendations of preced
ing investigations indicates that with the ex
ception of the President's Commission on Mi
gratory Labor all groups have concentrated 
their attention exclusively on substantive 
measures. The interdepartmental Commit
tee to Coordinate Health and Welfare activi
ties explained that its recommendations 
were "premised upon closer working rela
tionships and better coordination among 
Federal and State agencies with responsibili
ties in the several fields involved." 

Evidently, however, the assumption was 
made that these working relationships would 
take ca.re of themselves. The committee is 
not so convinced. The testimony presented 
to the subcommittee indicates to it that little 
progress has been made toward raising the 
basic terms and conditions attaching to sea
sonal employment in agriculture. 

COMMENDATION OF LEADERSHIP 
IN OCEAN SPACE BY THE ADMIN
ISTRATION AND VICE PRESIDENT 
HUMPHREY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the United 
Nations Ad Hoo Committee on Peaceful 
Uses of the Seabed and Ocean Floor 
Beyond the Limits of National Jurisdic
tion is currently in session. The U.S. 
delegation to the ad hoc committee yes
terday presented two highly sig.nificant 
statements outlining in general terms 
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this country,.s position on the principles 
that should guide exploration, exploita
tion, and research in the oceans. 

As Senate adviser to the U.S. delega
tion to the ad hoc committee,. I wish to 
commend President Johnson; Vice Pres
ident HUMPHREY, who has demonstrated 
so much leadership in our entire national 
oceanology program; and the resPonsible 
officials of the executive branch of our 
Government for the farsighted position 
on ocean space our Government is seek
ing to take. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the excellent 
statements delivered on behalf of the 
United States by David H. Popper, U.S. 
representative to the ad hoc committee, 
and Leonard C. Meeker, U.S. representa
tive to the legal working group of the 
committee. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY LEONARD C. MEEKER, U.S. REP• 

RESENTATIVE. TO THE LEGAL WORKING GROUP 
OF THE An Hoc COMMITTEE To STUDY THE 
PEACEFUL USES OF THE SEABED AND OCEAN 
FLOOR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF NATIONAL JU
RISDICTION, JUNE 20, 1968 
During the twentieth century, new fron

tiers in the geographical sense, have been 
diminishing. Most of the land surface of the 
Earth has been explored. A decade ago man 
commenced his exploration of space beyond 
this planet. Today, we are moving deeper and 
further into the oceans. 

Efforts to explore and exploit the resources 
of the ocean floor, however, have but a Um-. 
ited past history. Some believe that on the 
bottom of the ocean lies treasure that man 
will soon be able to- pluck up. Others are 
dubious about the extractive potential of the 
ocean floor and also doubt that our technol
ogy will prove a match for the inhospitable 
ocean floor environment for many years to 
come. 

We will not know the answer to these 
questions until much greater energies have 
been devoted to the development of the ocean 
frontier. With more experience, it will be 
possible to make more realistic appraisals of 
what the deep ocean floor can be expected 
to yield. At this time, we have at our disposal 
very helpful documents bearing on technical 
and econolnic matters which were prepared 
for the assistance of the Ad Hoc Comlnittee, 
and we may expect to receive from the Tech
nical and Econolnic Working Group addi
tional valuable advice about the resources of 
the deep ocean floor and their potential. 

There are. other issues for which more ex
perience ls required to evaluate with wisdom. 
For example: how the coinmunity of nations 
should cooperate to secure the benefits of the 
new environment; what legal rules should be 
applied to the exploration and exploitation of 
the ocean floor; what steps should be taken 
to assure that this process unfolds in an 
orderly and expeditious manner. 

It was at the commissioning of a United 
States oceanographic research vessel "The 
Oceanographer" in the fall of 1966--one year 
before the United Nation.a was first seized 
with our present subject-that the President 
of the United States ma.de a statement that 
has since be~n widely quoted. It was· as fol
lows: 

"Under no circumstances, we believe, must 
we ever allow the prospects or rfch harvest 
a.ncl mineral wealth to create a new form of 
oolonlal competlUou among the marttlme 
nations. We mun be ca.re!ul to a.void a race 
to grab and t.o hold the lands under the 
high }JeaS. We must ensure tba.t the deep seas 

and the ocean bottoms are, and remain, the 
legacy of all human beings." 
_ A year later, when this subject had been 
brought before: the General Assembly upon 
the initiative of Malta, the United States 
proposed that the Assembly "begin immedi
ately to develop general standards and prin
ciples to guide states and their nationals in 
the exploration and use of the deep ocean 
floor. All of our knowledge about the deep 
oecan floor and all Of our technological skill 
in exploiting its resources could prove of 
little value," Ambassador Goldberg noted, "if 
man's law-making faculty does not keep 
pace." 

It is to begin addressing the task of law
making that we have now come together. 

It goes without saying that in the time, 
and with the information, available to us, 
it wm not be possible to deal with the whole 
range of problems deserving consideration. 
Surely the work of defining legal arrange
ments applicable to the deep ocean floor 
will not be completed in weeks or even in 
months. But we can make a start. 

This group could, for example, identify 
principal areas for further study, and, for 
the later drafting of documents, as a first 
step in working toward a legal regime for 
the deep ocean floor. 

I should like today, on behalf of the United 
States, to sketch some of our ideas on these 
matters. 

It seems to us, as we look ahead, that it 
could be constructive at some relatively early 
stage in the work of law-making for the Gen
eral Assembly to consider the adoption of 
certain principles, which would then serve 
as a guide to states in the conduct of their 
activities and also as general lines of direc
tion to be observed in the working out of 
more detailed and internationally agreed ar~ 
rangements that might be required later. 

There ls precedent for following such a 
procedure. In 1963 the General Assembly 
adopted unanimously a Declaration of Legal 
principles Governing the Activities of States 
in the Exploration and Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space. This was followed four yea.rs later by 
the Space Treaty o! 1967. Later the General 
Assembly approved an Astronaut Assistance 
and Return Agreement. And a UN group now 
meeting in Geneva ls doing further work on 
a liability convention related to accidents 
in theeonduct of space activities. 

The following are some of the subjects that 
we think Inight appropriately be treated in a 
UN statement of principles for the deep ocean 
floor: 

The principle of non-discrimination should 
be established in such a way as to recognize 
that the exploration and use of the deep 
ocean floor are open to all states and their 
nationals without d1scr1Ininat1on and in ac
cordance with international law. 

A corollary of this would be to rule out any 
claims to the exercise of sovereignty or 
sovereign rights over any part of the deep 
ocean floor. 

Paralleling a precedent established earlier 
in the space field, the statement of principles 
Inight prescribe that states and their nation
als shall conduct their activities on the deep 
ocean floor in accordance with international 
law, including the Charter of the UN, promot
ing international cooperation, scientific 
knowledge and economic development. 

We believe there should be a principle fa
voring international cooperation in scientific 
investigation of the deep ocean floor. This 
should encourage timely dissemination of 
plans for and results from national scientific 
programs, and should also encourage coopera
tive scientific activities by personnel of differ
ent states. 

Again following a precedent laid down 
earlier in the UN Declaration of Legal Prin
ciples for space, and reflected as well in the
Geneva Con.vent1on of 1958 on the High Seas, 
we. believe there- should be an appropriate 
statement calling for respect. and reasonable 

regard for the interests of others in explora-
tion and use of the deep ocean floor. This 
statement should cover avoidance of unjusti
fiable interference with the exercise of the 
freedoms of the high seas by other states 
and their nationals; interference with con
servation of the living resources of the seas, 
and interference with fundamental scientific 
research looking toward publication of find
ings. There should be a call for appropriate 
safeguards to minimize pollution of the seas 
and disturbance of the existing biological, 
chemical and physical processes and balances. 
Such a principle, we believe, should also call 
for appropriate consultation in the event of 
concern that a particular marine activity 
or experiment could harmfully interfere with 
the activities of another state or its nationals 
in the exploration and use of the deep ocean 
floor. 

Recognizing the ancient maritime practice 
of mutual assistance, which was drawn upon 
as well in the formulation of the Outer Space 
Principles, we believe there should be a state
ment of obligation to render all possible as
sistance in the event of accident, distress or 
emergencies arising out of activities on the 
deep ocean floor. 

Finally, there might appropriately be in
cluded in a statement of principles some 
guidelines as to the treatment of installa
tions. equipment or other property taken to 
the deep ocean floor in connection with activ
ities there. 

Elements such as those I have indicated 
could, in our view, be effectively incorpo
rated in a statement of principles at a level 
of generality permitting wide agreement. 
There are other areas of subject matter that 
will require additional procedure and treat
ment in order to become effective. One of 
these is the question of what constitutes the 
deep ocean floor. 

Taking into account the Geneva Conven
tion of 1958 on the Continental Shelf, there 
should be established, as soon as practicable, 
an internationally agreed precise boundary 
as to what constitutes the deep ocean ftoor. 
Any statement of principles on this matter 
should specify that exploitation of the natu
ral resources of the ocean floor occurring 
prior to establishment of the boundary shall 
be understood not to prejudice its location, 
regardless of whether the coastal state con
siders the exploitation to have occurred on 
its "continental shelf." We do not believe it 
necessary to delineate this boundary before 
agreement can be reached on general prin
ciples applicable to the deep ocean floor. 

The United States recognizes that the sug
gestions we make !or a statement of prin
ciples would by no means add up to a com
prehensive legal regime adequate to govern 
the exploitation of resources in this new en
vironment. Much more will be required. De
tailed negotiations will be called for, and 
substantial periods of time are likely to be 
occupied in formulating the necessary ar
rangements. 

We believe that a statement of principles 
could appropriately state that there should 
be established as soon as practicable inter
nationally agreed arrangements governing 
the exploitation of those resources. Such ar
rangements should reflect the elements set 
forth in a statement of principles of the sort 
I have sketched, and these arrangements 
should also include provisions for the follow
ing: 

(a) the orderly development of resources 
of the deep ocean floor in a manner reflecting 
the interest of the world community in the 
development of these resources; 

(b) conditions conducive to the making of 
investments necessary for the exploration 
and exploitation of resources of the deep 
ocean floor; 

(c) dedication as feasible and practicable 
of a portion of the value of the resources re
covered from the deep ocean floor to world 
or regional community purposes; and 
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( d) accommodation among the commercial 

and other uses of the deep ocean floor and 
marine environment. 

By reaching agreement first on the basic 
objectives of new international arrangements 
1t is our hope that the eventual negotiations 
for such arangements would be facilitated. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States delegation 
looks forward to hearing the views of other 
members of this Legal Working Group. We 
are confident that from our discussions here 
will proceed later the necessary elaboration 
of legal rules and international agreements. 
Let us remember that we are at the begin
ning, not the end, of a process of large scope 
and complexity. But, above all, let us begin. 

STATEMENT BY DAVID H. POPPER, U.S. REPRE
SENTATIVE TO THE AD Hoc COMMITTEE To 
STUDY THE PEACEFUL USES OF THE SEABED 
AND OCEAN FLOOR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF 
NATIONAL JURISDICTION, JUNE 20, 1968 
When this Committee adjourned its first 

session on March 27, its work might be said 
to have been at the end of the beginning. 
The Committee had organized itself, reviewed 
the requirements laid upon it in General 
Assembly Resolution 2340(XXII), heard and 
discussed the views of many Members re
garding the problems of the deep ocean floor, 
and heard our Chairman's statement regard
ing its work program for the period prior 
to the next regular General Assembly 
meeting. -

Now we are pressing on with that work 
program. Our representatives on the two 
Working Groups of the Committee are en
gaged in their tasks. Already certain prob
lems and issues are beginning to emerge as 
those which wlli require our attention in 
the period ahead. 

What is needed now is hard analysis, the 
selection of areas for priority consideration, 
and the preparation of Working Group re
ports whic~ will trace out paths along which 
the General Assembly may wish to proceed. 
The informality and concentration of effort 
possible in the Working Groups should facill
tate this process. 

At the end of the series of meetings we 
8rl"e now holding, one would hope to have in 
hand reports from each ·Working Group 
which the Ad Hoc Committee might agree to 
have included in or attached to its own re
-port to the General Assembly. This could 
be determined either at the end of our pres
ent session or at our next meeting in late 
August. 

II 

As the Committee and its Working Groups 
proceed, their members will no doubt bear 
in mind certain relevant aspects of the cur
rent situation. 

First, that while our knowledge of the 
oceans is still limited, interest in the poten
talities of the sea-bed and the ocean floor 1s 
rapidly increasing all over the world; and 
that international cooperation in exploring 
and realizing these potentalities 1s highly 
desirable. 

Second, that this Committee can play a 
key role in stimulating such cooperation. It 
can be a vehicle for identifying problems 
and for seeking agreed solutions. 

Third, that as to the legal elements of the 
subject, the Committ.ee through the Legal 
Working Group should determine those mat
ters which may call for international con
sideration at the .first stage, and those which 
should be taken up at a later date. My Dele
gation believes that we are ready now to be
gin consideration of guidelines or princi
ples so that the exploration and use of the 
deep ocean floor may proceed in as orderly 
a manner as possible. The U.S. Representa
tive in the Legal Working Group discussed 
this subject in some detail this morning. 

Fourth, that if legal arrangements are to 
be created for this environment, they must 
rest on an accurate appreciation of both the 
physical features of the sea-bed and the 

technical and scientific capabilities for ex
ploration and exploitation-as these capa
bilities exist now, and 8S they may be ex
pected to improve in the future. These a.re 
questions of fact and informed judgment, 
requiring expert advice and analysis which 
we may expect to obtain through the Tech
nical and Economic Working Group. 

Fifth, that all members 1,,f the United Na
tions have a stake in our deliberations. At 
the same time, Members differ widely in 
their command of technical resources in this 
field and in their capacity to provide as
sistance. 

Sixth, that the only practical means of 
attaining la.sting cooperation in all these 
matters ls through a search for general 
agreement on every important point. 

III 

Members of the Committee will recall that 
at our March meetings I brought to its at
·tention President Johnson's proposal for an 
International Decade of ocean Exploration. 
The General Assembly resolution which es
tablished this Committee asked it to consider 
practical steps for international coopera
tion in the exploration of the ocean floor. 
The progress of the Decade proposal should 
therefore be of direct interest to the Com
mittee. 

Over the past three months the United 
States has discussed this far-reaching pro
posal for international cooperation with rep
resentatives of many governments. A report 
has been prepared by the U.S. National 
Council on Marine Resources and Engineer
ing Development, which elaborates on the 
concept of the Decade as we have conceived 
it. Copie'S of the report have been made avail
able to the Members of this Committee. 

In proposing the Decade, President John
son suggested that it could: "expand coop
erative efforts by scientists from many na
tions to probe the mysteries of the trea; in
crease our knowledge of food resources, to 
assist in meeting world-wide threats of mal
nutrition and disease; bring closer the day 
when the people of the world can exploit new 
sources of minerals and fossil fuels." 

Topically, we consider that the projects 
undertaken under such a program might fall 
in to four separate areas: 

(1) The Exploration of Living Resources. 
I need not elaborate here on the need to de
velop future sources for food for the world's 
growing population. By learning to harvest 
the edible resources of the tea, we may help 
to save millions of people from needless 
hunger or malnutrition. 

(2) Exploration of the Ocean Floor. The 
acquisition of greater knowledge of the ge
ology, mineral content and geography of the 
deep ocean floor is of direct importance t.o 
this Committee and in particular to its 
Technical and Economic Working Group. 
Such scientific activity can provide informa
tion on the nature, availab111ty and distribu
tion of mineral resources. It can stimulate 
the development of technology for the ex
ploitation of those retources. 

(3) Exploration of Ocean Processes. Stud
ies in this area will add significantly to our 
scientific knowledge of the motion of the 
sea and its dynamics; the inter-action of the 
air and the sea; and the evolutionary proc
est!!es of ocean basins. This should provide 
us with better ocean and weather forecast
ing services, which are essential for optimum 
exploration and exploitation. 

(4) Assistance to Developing Nations. Al
th~ugh the proposal for ocean exploration 
covers more than simply the sea-bed, this 
particular aspect is of direct concern to this 
Committee. Assistance to the developing na
tions could involve mapping of selected areas 
of the continental shelf and surveys of re
sources. Perhaps even more important in the 
longer term would be the possibility afforded 
for participation by developing countries. We 
would hope that through a sharing of effort, 

developing countriet would soon be able to 
construct national programs of their own in 
the marine sciences and train the experts 
necessary to operate such programs. 

IV 

Some representatives have quite legiti
mately asked what purposes can be served 
by an International Decade of Ocean Ex
ploration which are not already accom
plished by existing ocean science programs. 
As we see it, the action we have in mind 
pursuant to the Decade concept would in
clude more than simply an expansion of 
existing international cooperative efforts, al
though it would of course build on the many 
successful progams already initiated. Among 
other things, the Decade would: 

First, provide for long-term, continuous 
exploration activities on a world-wide basis, 
pursuant to a sustained planning process in 
which a prominent role would be played by 
some international planning body concerned 
with priorities and goals. 

Second, accelerate activities directed to
ward the discovery and exploration of ocean 
resources to complement the existing em
phasis on scientific activities. 

Third, encourage greater participation by 
the less developed countries as well as de
veloped countries. 

Fourth, place greater emphasis on training 
and education programs, particularly as re
gards the training of specialists from devel
oping countries. 

Fifth, produce major improvements in 
data exchange, including that undertaken orr 
a regional basis, and in standardization of 
instruments for measuring ocean phe
nomena. 

Sixth, look toward more effective coordi
nation of the activities of participating in
ternational organizations, and of Member 
States. 

The representatives of certain Members 
of this Committee participated last week in 
the London meetings of the Bureau and 
Consultative Council of the International 
Oceanographic Commission. They engaged in 
a discussion concerning the International 
Decade of Ocean Exploration and related 
matters. 

A recommendation adopted by the Bureau 
recognized the importance of long-term re
search programs concerning the oceans. The 
recommendation declares that the Bureau 
"considered the proposal of the USA for an 
International Decade of Ocean Exploration 
as a useful initiative for broadening and ac
celerating such investigations and for 
strengthening international cooperation." 
Continuing, the Bureau "endorsed the con
cept of an expanded, accelerated, long-term 
and sustained program of exploration of the 
oceans and their resources, including inter
national programs, planned and coordinated 
on a worldwide basis, expanded inteniational 
exchange of data from national programs, 
and international efforts to strengthen the 
research capabilities of all interested na
tions". 

This recom.mendation seems to us to march 
in the same direction as the points made by 
the Secretary General in his report to the 
General Assembly pursuant to Resolution 
2172 (Document E/4487 at page 76). The Sec
retary General envisions an expanded pro
gram of international cooperation t.o assist in 
a better understanding of the marine environ
ment through science. The recommendations 
he makes t.o the General Assembly are fully 
consistent with the concept of an Interna
tional Decade. We n.ote that he suggests an 
important :role for the intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Committee. 

Based on the discussions we have had and 
ere continuing to have with others, we hope 
-that a common approach may be developed 
which will enable this Comnlittee, together 
With. other interested international bodies, t.o 
make specific proposals with respect to this 
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long-range scientific enterprise, for consid
eration by the 23rd UN General Assembly this 
fall. Such proposals might appropriately con
sider the period between now and 1970 as a 
time for initial planning activities, Wllth the 
implementation phase beginning thereafter. 

We would be interested in the reactions of 
other delegations to our thoughts on this 
subject. 

v 
However we may proceed with respect to 

the International Decade of Ocean Explora
tion, there seems no doubt that in the period 
ahead there will be increased activity of 
various kinds in the deep oceans. This will 
result in a continuing increase in the scale 
of exploration of the deep ocean floor. 

In these circumstanoes it seems to us im
portant that the international community 
take aotl.on soon looking toward the preser
vation of certain virgin marine areas for 
general scientific purposes and for the pres
ervation of existing international marine life. 

In such marine areas no activities would 
be permitted which would impair their value 
for scientific exploration, research or study. 
Preservation in an unmodified staite of char
acteristic marine features such as a deep 
ocean trench, a group of sea mounts, and 
uninhabited coral atolls would provide eco
logical baselines to serve as a basis for com
parison in future investigations of the oceans. 
International arrangements to this end would 
be a graphic demonstration of the interna
tional character of the oceans and the sea
bed, and of the potential for cooperation in 

· the marine sciences. For this reason, my dele
gation believes that it would be appropriate 
for this Committee to consdder this subject 
in formulating its recommendations to the 
General Assembly. 

We believe that ultimately it might be 
desirable to establish formal treaty arrange
ments guaranteeing the preservation of se
lected marine wilderness areas. However, it 
might be sufll.cient to start with a General 
Assembly resolution requesting all States 
and their nationals to respect the virgin 
quality of certain designated areas, to refrain 
from commercial exploitation or other ac
tivities in those areas that might impair 
their value for scientific purposes, to avoid 
unnecessary collection of specimens and to 
cooperate in international scientific investi
gations within the preserves. The exercise 
of freedoms of the seas that did not impair 
the scientific value of the preserve area, in
cluding the freedom of air and sea naviga
tion, would not be affected. 

For its part, the United States would be 
prepared to make Rose Island, an uninhab
ited coral atoll in the South Pacific Ocean 
owned by the United States, available for 
use in connection with marine preserves. We 
would propose that certain areas of par
ticular interest, such as the floor of the Ker. 
madec-Tonga Trench and one or more under
sea tablem.ounts in that area, together with 
the immediately superjacent waters, be simi
larly regarded as international marine pre
serves. 

If members Of the Committee find this 
proposal of interest, the United States would 
be pleased to present it in a more forma.l 
and specific form. 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
REFORM 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on Wednes
day last, the bill authorizing accept
ance by the President of U.S. participa
tion in the special drawing rights account 
of the International Monetary Fund was 
signed into law. This is in many ways a 
landmark measure. It is an indispensable 
step toward constructive international 
monetary reform, although in and of 

itself, it can have no dramatic immediate 
effect on our continuing fiscal crisis. U.S. 
ratification of the special drawing rights 
plan is an excellent occasion to take 
stock of the international monetary sit
uation generally. 

World trade depends upon the ade
quacy of reserves. As the volume of in
ternational trade increases, the reserves 
essential to that trade must similarly in
crease. As international liquidity de
creases, countries compete for existing 
reserves, holding what they have and 
attempting to pull reserves from other 
countries. Competitive escalation of in
terest rates coupled with restrictive prac
tices in international transactions slow 
and impede the flow of commerce, while 
promoting tensions and disharmony 
among nations. 

For many years the U.S. dollar has 
provided the major source of growth in 
the international reserve holdings of 
other countries. In a very real sense this 
reserve growth has been a beneficial 
aspect of the prolonged deficit in the U.S. 
balance of payments. However, these 
deficits have led to a gradual deteriora
tion in our own reserve position. Our gold 
reserves have declined from over $24 
billion in 1950 to less than $11 billion 
today, while dollar reserves held by 
other countries-our reserve liabilities
have grown to $18 billion. These deficits 
have begun to affect the stability of the 
international monetary system itself. 

Present global reserves approximate 
$73 billion. While the last half of 1967 
saw a gain of $2 billion in usable int.er
national reserves, the gold crisis in the 
first quarter of this year erased that 
gain. The drain of gold from reserve 
accoun·ts into private hands-nearly 
$1.3 billion of U.S. gold and $800 million 
held by Central European banks-illus
trates the decreasing margin of safety 
available under the present system. Al
ternative reserves are essential to , our 
present dependence upon uncertain sup
plies of monetary gold and foreign hold
ings of U.S. dollars. Recent events have 
clearly shown prospects of expansion of 
reserves based on foreign holdings of U.S. 
dollars are simply no longer a practical 
possibility. 

The special drawing rights plan con
templates a permanent rese·rve asset that 
will supplement present reserve sources, 
such as gold and dollars. It will provide 
a basis for further growth of the world 
reserves and world liquidity that have en
abled an unprecedented era of world 
prosperty over the last 20 years. 

Mr. President, enaotment of this legis
lation and even the full implementation 
of the SDR plan after ratification by the 
requirad number of other IMF members 
will not solve the present international 
monetary crisis, which has only tem
porarily receded from the emergency 
conditions of a few months ago. 

The United States will not be ab
solved of its responsibilities to redress 
its payments imbalance, and to insure 
the strength of the dollar by continuing 
sound steps to put its own fiscal house in 
order. Moreover, ' the United States will 
not be absolved of its responsibility to see 
that the ·temporary advantage gained 
through the establishment of the two-

price gold system is not lost is another 
episode of frantic gold speculation, which 
could again shake the system to its very 
foundations. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, we must 
make basic changes, and adopt and im
plement basic policies to insure the sur
vival and continued growth and develop
ment of the international monetary sys
tem. Creation of special drawing rights is 
one such positive innovative change. But 
as we take this step, we should consider 
it as a response to but one of four basic 
requirements necessary to the solution of 
the problem to which we must respond: 
first, new sources of liquidity to finance 
exp.anding international transaction 
must be devised and implemented; sec
ond, ironclad assurance to foreign dollar 
holders that the United States will not 
increase the price of gold must be pro
vided; third, the U.S. balance-of-pay
ments deficit must be reduced; and, 
fourth, new arrangements to replace the 
unstable features of the existing system 
must be developed. 

NEW SOURCES OF LIQUIDITY: SDR'S 

Mr. President, I have received a num
ber of inquiries from the _public-as I am 
sure other Senators have-as to how the 
International Monetary Fund can, on its 
own initiative, create additional interna
tional reserve assets. The answer is as 
simple as the creation of money itself: 
The willingness of the participants in the 
system to accept SDR's as a medium of 
exchange and a store of value gives them 
their vitality. 

The agreement to establish special 
drawing rights is an agreement by IMF 
members to create a special type of ex
change medium and accept it from each 
other as money. SDR's will represent an 
obligation of ea.ch member to accept 
them in return for a convertible 
currency. 

As might be expected, SDR's are not 
initially contemplated to be the direct 
equivalent of money. IMF members who 
will be requested to accept SDR's in ex
change for currencies will be those who 
have strong balance-of-payments posi
tions and favorable reserve positions. 
The participants who exercise the spe
cial drawing rights will be those who 
have a balance-of-payments problem, or 
need to cover a deficiency in their re
serve position. 

Thus no member could properly use 
SDR's to improve the composition of 
their reserves, or to expend reserves in 
the absence of a pressing need to do so. 

While SDR's will be dominated in units 
equivalent to the gold value of one dollar, 
they will take the form of deposit en
tries on the books of the International 
Monetary Fund, isSued to and exchanged 
only among governments, not private 
citizens or banks. Created under proce
dures which will assure solid interna
tional support and responsibility, they 
will be allocated under decisions to pro
vide for 5-year periods of time. Alloca
tions will be made in proportion to coun
tries' quotas in the Fund established in 
connection with its traditional opera
tions. For example, if it is agreed to 
create $2 billion in SDR's annually, the 
U.S. annual allocation would amount to 
about $500 million. 
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There must be, of course, a period of 

trial and an opportunity for confidence 
in the new plan to develop and be justi
fied. In its initial form, the emphasis 
is properly placed on producing short
term credit assistance, completely repay
able after a specified term. The intent 
behind the 5 years of careful prepara
tion of the agreement, however, clearly 
looks ahead to full implementation of 
the SDR plan. In the words of IMF's 
managing director, the agreement to the 
SDR approach realized at Rio de Janeiro 
last year is ''the most significant develop
ment in international financial coopera
tion since Bretton Woods." 

Unlike the measures addressed earlier 
this year to the gold situation, the plan 
for special drawing rights is not under
taken to meet a current emergency or 
to assist the United States or any other 
individual country in solving a current 
balance-of-payments problem. Rather, 
special drawing rights will meet a long
run structural problem which has been 
foreseen for some time. It will provide 
the United States with an opportunity
limited at first-gradually to rebuild re
serves which it has lost in past years. In 
a broader sense, special drawing rights 
will be important because they will pro
vide the world with a dependable and 
manageable supplement to reserves. It is 
vital to U.S. prosperity that there is ade
quate scope for all countries, including 
the United States, to increase reserves 
as world trade expands and as produc
tion and employment rise in all countries. 
GOLD AND THE FUTURE OF THE INTERNATIONAL 

MONETARY SYSTEM 

Mr. President, 3 months ago the free 
world stepped back from the brink of 
international monetary collapse as a re
sult of two critically important decisions 
on gold policy, one taken by the Con
gress and the other by the members of 
the London gold pool. 

The first, of course, was the removal of 
the gold reserve requirement behind Fed
eral Reserve notes, an action which ef
fectively freed all of our gold stock to 
back the international standing of the 
dollar as prime world reserve asset. 

The second was the decision of the 
gold pool members to stop trying to peg 
the price of gold on the London market, 
a policy which has drained billions from 
official monetary reserves to feed the ap
petites of private speculators. 

Both of these actions have been called 
stopgap measures. In part, that charac
terization is correct. But in an important 
sense they do more than buy time. The 
decision of the gold pool members in 
particular is an important change in pol
icy. The decision to freeze the gold now 
existing in official reserves-neither buy
ing or selling on the private market
represents a partial demonetization of 
gold. It is at least arguable that this step 
could only be taken in contemplation of 
expansion of world reserves through the 
SDR plan. 

Questions haive been raised as to 
whether the two-price system for gold 
will work, and properly so. The answer 
to those questions will be determined by 
what is done now to cut the U.S. balance
of-payments deficit, restore fiscal re
sponsibility in our domestic policies and 

make structural reforms in the monetary 
system. For if we fail to heed the grim 
warning of the recent gold rush the price 
of gold clearly might be bid up so high 
as to make it difficult if not impossible 
to maintain th1 ~ $35 an ounce official 
price of gold. 

An increasing number of individuals 
who apparently feel that an increase in 
the official price of gold would represent 
an important step forward in strength
ening the world monetary system. I be
lieve that view is dangerously unsound 
and was pleased to join with my col
leagues on the Joint Economic Commit
tee in unanimously rejecting an increase 
in the price of gold as a solution to the 
problems of the dollar. 

The increase in world liquidity that 
would occur as a result of raising the 
price of gold would be clearly inflation
ary. With their gold stock marked up in 
value, countries could inflate with no 
pressing concern for balance-of-pay
ments deficits. The resulting inflationary 
bias would undoubtedly wreak havoc 
with the long-range goals of high em
ployment and growth that the nations of 
the free world have set for themselves. 
Ultimately it would again lead to a new 
and probably more severe monetary 
crisis. 

An increase in the official gold price is 
a classic example of buying time in the 
very worst sense. It would not change 
the present system in the slightest. All 
of the weaknesses and contradictions 
would remain and would even be in
tensified. The impetus behind the present 
determination to reform and strengthen 
the system would be lost. 

The requirement, then, is to continue 
and reinforce assurances already given 
that the dollar will remain "good as 
gold." The fears that exist over the con
tinued ability to convert dollars to gold 
at present values is not the only reason 
why central banks demand our gold. 
The balance-of-payments situation lies 
at the heart of the confidence problem, 
and there are additional political rea
sons. U.S. payments deficits mean, in 
effect, that foreign dollar holders are 
financing the foreign exchange costs of 
the Vietnam war. In other cases, the pay
ments imbalance means that they are 
financing U.S. direct investment which 
they feel, rightly or wrongly, is acquir
ing a dangerously dominant position in 
their national economic life. 

At the same time, the will and the 
ability of the country to manage its 
economy in a responsible, noninfla
tionary manner has been drawn into 
sharp question by recent domestic fiscal 
policies. The reduction of our massive 
budget deficit is essential. The combina
tion of expenditure re~uctions and the 
temporary tax increase which has been 
sent to the White House today is a start 
in this direction. Both the Congress and 
the executive branch must act wisely and 
decisively to implement the provisions 
of the Revenue and Expenditure Control 
Act of 1968. 

Even if our balance-of-payments def
icit were sharply reduced, and our do
mestic problems were set on their way to 
solution, the problems of the dollar and 
the price of gold would not be over. The 

overhang of liquid liabilities to foreign 
central banks totals about $16 billion, 
with an equal amount owed to private 
foreign dollar holders. Any one of a num
ber of possible political or economic 
shocks could trigger another run on gold 
by official institutions. Private holders 
could liquidate some of their dollar bal
ances or U.S. se~urities and buy gold on 
the private market as a hedge against 
devaluation. The dollars they sell would 
end up in foreign central banks and in
crease the pressure on them to make fur
ther gold purchases. 

This problem needs a direct and dra
matic response. The United States must 
make it clear that it will not increase the 
official price of gold. Words alone will no 
longer suffice. Some convincing demon
stration of our intention is needed to al
leviate the fear that the United States 
will raise the official price of gold. 

The minority members of the Joint 
Economic Committee recently suggested 
that this problem be met by considering 
offering foreign central banks a tempo
rary gold guarantee on their existing dol
lar balances as proof of our continu
ing commitment to maintain the current 
dollar price of gold. The Democratic ma
jority also offered this suggestion as one 
of several feasible approaches to the 
problem. 

The minority members pointed out 
that a guarantee of the present gold 
value of the dollar would be likely to re
duce the concern of foreign central bank
ers about the decline in our ratio of gold 
to liquid liabilities. Such a guarantee 
might insure foreign official dollar hold
ers against a capital loss on their pres
ent dollar holdings in the event the price 
of gold was increased. It could thus ease 
pressures on our gold stock. It would pro
vide the time that is needed for a pro
gram to restore cost and price stability 
here at home. Once our balance of pay
ments is in equilibrium and the excess of 
:flows of dollars abroad eliminated, the 
guarantee would no longer be needed. 

Another approach that is similar in 
concept would be for the United States 
to provide an alternative to the conver
sion of dollar balances held by foreign 
monetary authorities into gold. Under an 
alternative plan, a foreign authority 
could convert their gold on demand into 
noninterest bearing gold certificates. 
These certificates would be expressed in 
ounces of gold and would entitle the 
holder to present them to our Treasury 
at any time for payment in dollars at 
the then existing official gold parity. 
These certificates would offer foreign 
central banks the same protection 
against devaluation as gold presently 
does, but they would not be obliged to 
raid our gold stock to get that protection. 

Most countries are less interested in 
stockpiling sterile, noninterest bearing 
gold than they are in safeguarding the 
gold value of their dollar reserve assets. 
The gold certificates would meet this 
need. So long as the United States did 
not raise the price of gold they would 
~st us nothing. The fact that the budg-
etary cost to the United States might be 
considerable if we did devalue would be 
persuasive evidence that the United 
States had no intention of raising the 
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price of gold. Under these circumstances 
it would seem that the price of gold on 
the private market would fall, insuring 
that the two-price gold system would 
hold. 

It is time that the Treasury Depart
ment brought greater imagination to 
bear on the problems of the dollar and 
the international monetary system. I 
submit that these proposals should at 
the very least be given serious considera
tion in the light of the crucial interna
tional :financial problems that we now 
face. 

REDUCTION OF THE BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS 

DEFICIT 

The urgent need to reduce the bal
ance-of-payments deficit is directly re
lated to the problem of assuring foreign 
o:fficial dollar holders that the dollar will 
remain strong and viable. The United 
States must :find ways to stem the out
fiow dollars that increase our short-term 
liabilities and reduce the ratio of our 
liabilities to our gold stock. When our 
outstanding short-term liabilities in- _ 
crease, there is a tendency for the outfiow 
of gold to foreign central banks to in
crease as well, thus exciting foreign fears 
and leading to larger gold outfiows. 

Parenthetically, should anyone dis
pute that the rest of the world is unaware 
of the seriousness of our balance-of-pay
ments situation, I would point to the re
cent offer by the European Free Trade 
Association, the Common Market and 
other major trading partners to acceler
ate their Kennedy round tariff conces
sions while allowing the United States to 
delay implementation of agreed reduc
tions. The negotiated agreement to re
plenish the funds available to the Inter
national Development Association-re
grettably laid aside recently by the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations-contained 
major concessions from other countries 
intended to benefit the U.S. trade balance. 

Reducing our balance-of-payments 
deficit, therefore, is at the heart of the 
matter. While there are limits to what 
we can do to reduce the deficit while the 
Vietnam war continues, we should make 
a maximum effort to reduce the foreign 
exchange costs of that war. We should 
reduce our other military commitments 
abroad, especially our troop complement 
in Europe, and cut back on Government 
spending abroad in every way that can 
be found. 

Reducing the free use of the dollar 
through restrictive balance-'Of-payments 
"cures" can only weak·en the desire of 
foreigners to hold dollar balances. Re
strictions such as those placed on direct 
foreign investment can only undermine 
the growth of U.S. trade and investment 
abroad which are the key to a continued 
U.S. trade surplus. Imposition of trade 
barriers, such as border taxes or tariff 
surcharges would provide at very best a 
temporary benefit for which we would 
pay dearly in retaliatory imposition of 
barriers to our exports. 

The key to our balance-of-payments 
program must be found in positive meas-

. ures to increase foreign travel to the 
United States and to promote U.S. ex
ports. Recent approval of extension of 
the lending authority of the Export-Im
port Bank represents a positive step to 

stimulate U.S. exports. It should be 
wisely and vigorously implemented. 

Mr. President, there are many who 
feel that reductions in the foreign aid 
program represent an opportunity for 
improvement of our balance-of-pay
ments situation. I do not believe that this 
aim should be accomplished at the ex
pense of developing nations and coun
tries for whom outside developmental 
assistance is essential. There are ways 
that the U.S. participation in help for 
other nations can be reduced without re
ducing the amount of assistance avail
able to these nations. The concept of 
multinational assistance embodied in 
the International Development Associa
tion concept represents an alternative to 
massive U.S. foreign aid in the future 
that can allow a substantial reduction in 
unilateral U.S. assistance. Matching our 
dollars with the resources of other na
tions is inherently a better investment of 
our funds. Provisions of loans rather 
than grants, and the multinational ac
countability of the borrower will 
strengthen individual nations, and the 
world community as well. 
INNOVATION AND THE WORLD MONETARY SYSTEM 

The :final aspect of the world monetary 
system that requires early attention by 
the monetary authorities is the beginning 
of a search for new and better arrange
ments to replace the unstable features of 
the present system. Essentially this in
volves solving once and for all the prob
lem that arises when confidence in a 
key currency wanes, resulting in con
version of reserve currency assets to 
gold. 

I have already suggested that a gold 
guarantee of existing o:fficial dollars hold
ings or a gold certificate plan might 
temporarily alleviate the problem. I have 
no illusions that such a guarantee would 
represent a permanent solution, particu
larly if the United States fails to get its 
balance of payments under control. The 
best I would hope for from such an ar
rangement would be to provide additional 
time within which to reform the basic 
structure of the international monetary 
system. 

Ideally the process of balance-of-pay
ments adjustment among countries 
should work swiftly and smoo·thly. If 
this were actually the case, there would 
be little need for reserves since deficits 
and surpluses would be eliminated 
quickly through changes in relative 
prices and incomes. While work should 
certainly continue through the Organi
zation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development and other institutions to 
achieve this objective, any early solu
tion is not feasible. Largely on political 
and welfare grounds, governments today 
resist both de:fiation and inflation and 
thus tend to thwart the process of ad
justment through changes in income and 
prices. 

Greater fiexibility in adjusting ex
change rates should also lessen the need 
for official reserves. I doubt that we 
should move toward a system of per
fectly free excllange rates, but surely 
somewhat greater fiexibility than now 
exists would strengthen the system. 

A far-reaching WRY to eliminate the 

problems arising from shifting pref er
ences among reserve assets would be to 
place the free world's gold and reserve 
currency assets in a conversion account 
in the International Monetary Fund. De
pending on the size of their contribution 
to the account, participating members 
would receive a proportionate share of 
the total units of account. They would 
no longer settle imbalances among them
selves with gold, dollars, or pounds but, 
rather, with the units of account. While 
this plan would not reduce the obligation 
of individual countries to maintain bal
ance-of-payments equilibrium, it would 
eliminate the chief defect of the gold 
exchange standard: a ftight from the key 
reserve currencies into gold with the re
sulting destruction of world liquidity and 
shocks to trade and investment. 

The kind of system which I have de
scribed will not come easily. At the pres
ent time it may not even be negotiable. 
But I think it is clear that sometimes it 
must come-and the sooner the better. 

For my part I would like to see the 
United States continue leadership in this 
effort to build a more durable world 
monetary system. It will mean break
ing with conventional beliefs and strik
ing out in new and daring directions. 
It will also mean starting now to lay the 
groundwork for :final adion in future 
years. We have seen how perilously close 
the world can come to economic collapse 
under the present system, and we live 
presently in the shadow of a renewed 
attack on the system. The most glaring 
weaknesses have been patched up for 
the time being. It should be evident that 
we cannot delay much longer in creat
ing a strengthened international mone
tary system that will better serve the 
needs of all of our peoples for high and 
rising incomes and employment. 

Mr. President, enactment of the Spe
cial Drawing Rights Act represents a 
modest step toward the ultimate solu
tion to the reform of the international 
monetary system. It is a significant step, 
however, and what I hope will prove to 
be a historic step in its implications for 
solution to the world reserve liquidity 
problem, and in its portent that we are 
entering a period of fiexibility, progress 
and international monetary cooperation. 

U.S. leadership in the establishment 
of this new facility, is required, both by 
the negotiated agreement, but mainly 
by our role as the world's leading trading 
Nation. The need has long been recog
nized in the Congress as well as by the 
administration. our responsibility now is 
to build on this innovative :first step. 

STOL AIRCRAFT TEST FLIGHTS 
OVER NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ARE 
PLANNED TO BEGIN IN AUGUST 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I have 

long been an advocate of accelerated re
search and development on STO~short 
takeoff and landing-aircraft, hopefully 
to arrest in some degree the need for ex
cessive airport expansion at extremely 
high costs, as well as to ease air ·traffic 
congestion at and in approaches to the 
major hubports. · 

Last September, I stated.in this forum 
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that I believed it to be incumbent on the 
air carriers and the aerospace industry 
to place a high priority on development, 
production, and use of STOL equipment 
because domestic aviation in this country 
had reached a new crossroads. I continue 
to believe this is true, and I am gratified 

· that very real progress is evident. 
The Washington Evening Star re

ported yesterday that demonstration 
flights are to be conducted for test op
eration of STOL aircraft over the con
gested northeast corridor of the United 
States. The McDonnell Douglas Corp. has 
built the 188 STOL which reportedly can 
take off on 1,000 feet of runway and land 
on 500 feet on a standard day. This is a 
significant engineering achievement and 
I commend the manufacturer and East
ern Airlines for having moved with such 
progress as to be prepared to begin a 7-
week demonstration described in the Star 
article. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have the article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, it was 
ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
STOL TEST FLIGHTS FOR NORTHEAST RUN 

PLANNED IN AUGUST 
Demonstration flights along the northeast 

corridor between Washington and New York 
to test operation of short take-off and landing 
(STOL) aircraft for intercity service will be
gin in August, Eastern Air Lines and Mc
Donnell Douglas Corp. said today. 

a'he companies will conduct the joint 
demonstration for seven weeks over the 
shuttle route, flying also into Newark, and 
from New York to Boston. 

McDonnell Douglas will furnish a new 
STOL plane for the project. Called 188 STOL, 
it can take off in 1,000 :::eet and land in 500. 
The plane carriers 64 passengers and its de
signers claim its four turboprop engines make 
it quieter than many conventional planes. 

Revenue passengers won't be carried on the 
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250-m.p.h. flights. But federal, state, local 
and port authority officials are expected to 
witness the demonstration and participate in 
the evaluation. 

The demonstration, the companies said, "is 
designed to show the suitability of new air
craft for passenger service from new STOL 
ports and small airports close to city centers 
or from special runways at existing airports." 
· The Civil Aeronautics Board also has under 

way an evaluation of possible STOL opera
tions and is expected to wa. tch this test 
closely. 

At the end of the demonstration, an anal
ysis, Ea.stern said, would be made covering 
ground time of passengers, the construction 
of new facllities; the actual block-to-block 
time between cities, operating costs and serv
icing requirements. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JUNE 24, 1968 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the order previously en
tered, that the Senate stand in adjourn
ment until 12 noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 15 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, June 24, 1968, 
at 12 noon. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 21, 1968: 
FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

The following named persons to be mem- · 
bers of the Federal Fa.rm Credit Board, Fa.rm 
Credit Administration, for terms expiring 
March 31, 1974: 

J. Homer Remsberg, of Maryland, vice Wil
liam T. Steele, Jr., term expired. 

C. Everett Spangler, of Nebraska, vice Jen
nings B. Fuller, term expired. 
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IN THE ARMY 

Lt. Gen. Ferdinand Joseph Ohesarek, 
021177, Army of the United States (major 
general, U.S. Army), for appointment as 
senior U.S. Army member of the Military Staff 
Committee of the United Nations, under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tion 711. 

IN THE NAVY 
The following-named officers of the Navy 

for temporary promotion to the grade of rear 
admiral in the staff oorpg ihdicated subject 
to qualification therefor as provided by law: 

MEDICAL CORPS 
John H. Cheffey 
Ralph E. Faucett 

SUPPLY CORPS 
Douglas H. Lyness 
Wallace R. Dowd, Jr. 

CIVIL ENGINEERING CORPS 
Henry J. Johnson 
John G. Dillon 

DENTAL CORPS 
Myron G. Turner 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate June 21, 1968: 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS 
John W. Kern III, of Maryland, to be asso

ciate judge of the District of Columbia Court 
of Appeals for the term of 10 years. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

George A. Avery, of the District of Colum
bia, to be a member of the Public Service 
Commission of the District of Columbia. for 
a term of 3 years expiring June 30, 1971. 

REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY 
Stephen S. Davis for appointment as a 

member of the District of Columbia Redevel
opment Land Agency for a. term of 5 years, 
effective on and after May 23, 1968, pursuant 
to the provisions of section 4(a.) of Public 
Law 592, 79th Congress, approved August 2, 
1946, as amended. 
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PROPAGANDA ABOUT STARVATION 

IN THE UNITED ,STATES A CRUEL 
HOAX 

HON. MILTON R. YOUNG 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, the book entitled "Hunger, 
U.S.A.," and other propaganda, includ
ing a television program, about starva
tion in the United States is, for the most 
part, a cruel hoax on the people of this 
country. 

As a lifelong farmer, plagued with 
price-depressing surpluses most of the 
time, I have always been eager to dis
pose of surpluses, especially to help the 
needy. This serves two very good pur
poses-feeding hungry people and help
ing farmers do what they like most-
producing more for a fair price. 

The book "Hunger, U.S.A." lists several 
counties in North Dakota as having 
"serious hunger problems." Mr. Presi
dent, I have checked personally with the 
welfare directors and others in these 
counties and find that no 'such condition 
exists. In fact, I have asked many North 

Dakota people to give me the names of 
any persons they believ~ are short of 
food, and I will make it my business to 
see that they get food. 

Mr. President, Dr. Clarence A. Bush, 
health officer for Golden Valley County, 
in North Dakota, and neighboring Wi
baux County, in Montana, has offered 
to "pay $100 for any selected charity to 
anyone who can find in these two coun
ties, or any adjacent county, a single 
person who has suffered for lack of food 
or any other necessity of clothing, shel
ter, medical, or hospital care and atten
tion for any reason other than misuse 
or failure to notify this correspe>ndent or 
any other person in authority." 

Dr. Bush stated further: 
For 25 years I have known almost every 

resident of these two counties and adjacent 
communities ... and no such condition ex
ists or has existed in that time. 

Wibaux County, one of the two coun
ties Dr. Bush mentioned, is listed as a 
"hunger" county. 

Mr. President, I have known Dr. Bush 
for many years. He is one of the best 
physicians and surgeons in rural Amer
ica. He works from early morning until 
late at night and takes care of patients 
whether they have money or not. He is 

not only a good Christian but lives the 
life of a devout Christian. I know of no 
other man whose judgment and word I 
value more than his. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the Extensions of 
Remarks an Associated Press article en
titled "Hungry Dakotans Worth $100," 
published in the Bismarck Tribune of 
June 18, 1968. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HUNGRY DAKOTANS WORTH $100 
WASHINGTON .-Prove there are hungry peo

ple a.long the Montana-North Dakota. border 
and Win a. $100 reward for charity. 

The reward was offered by a. county health 
officer in North Dakota in a letter to the 
House Agriculture Committee. The commit
tee ma.de it public in a report on responses 
to a. survey by the citizens board of in
quiry into hunger and malnutrition desig
nating 256 "hunger counties" across the na
tion. 

Dr. Clarence A. Bush of Bea.ch, N.D., wrote 
as health officer for Golden Valley County in 
North Dakota and Wibaux County in Mon
tana. The latter was one of those listed as 
a. hunger county. 

Dr. Bush said he would pay $100 for any 
selected cha.ri ty to anyone who can find 
in the two counties, or any adjacent county, 
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a single person '/who has suffered for lack 
of food or any other necessity of clothing, 
shelter, medical or hospital care and atten
tion for any reason other than misuse or 
failure to notify this correspondent or any 
other person in authority." 

"I do not believe one can be found who 
has suffered, even from ... misuse or failure,'' 
Dr. Bush added. 

"For 25 years I have known almost every 
resident of these two counties and adjacent 
communities . . . and no such condition 
exists or has existed in that time." 

DIFFICULTIES CONFRONTING THE 
ECONOMY OF THE UNITED STATES 

HON. JOHN G. TOWER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, Dr. Ar
thur A. Smith, the senior vice president 
and chief economist for the First Na
tional Bank of Dallas, discussed in the 
bank's most recent newsletter some of 
the difficulties confronting the economy 
of the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Smith's remarks be printed in the Exten
sions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FINANCIAL CRISIS (?) 

(By Dr. Arthur A. Smith) 
It is third down and long yardage to go I 

The team's only chance is to pass. A well
known university coach once said that when 
a football team passes three things can hap
pen, and two of these are bad I 

In today's financial situation the Federal 
Reserve faces third down with long, long 
yardage to go. Three things can happen-
two are bad (ultimately disastrous), and the 
third is so difficult to achieve that it is rather 
improbable. 

No less a person than the Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board himself has called 
the financial situation critical. 

The forward thrust of inflation has de
veloped such momentum that the monetary 
authority (the Federal Reserve) with little or 
no help from the fiscal authority (the Con
gress, in the final analysis) is forced "to put 
the ball in the air"-ls burdened with the 
responsib111ty for preventing an economic 
bust of nuclear proportions. It is a monu
mental task, for sure, now that popular psy
chology has become so adverse and the think
ing of millions of people incl'.easingly is being 
influenced by emotion-by the fear that their 
savings, their life insurance, and their retire
ment and Social Security benefits will be lost 
in whole or in part as the purchasing power 
(value) of paper dollars continues to decline 
at a disturbing rate. 

Among most academic economists and al
legedly wise men of finance~ there was every 
theoretical re4Mon to divorce the dollar from 
gold forever, but the people do not believe it, 
amt I do not/ Fiscal and monetary misman
agement over quite a period of years finally 
compelled it. Then the authorities rational
ized like the fox in Aesop's fable--"the 
grapes were sour anyway." 

In my job as bank economist, I am observ
ing now more genuine concern (alarm, real
ly) among our customers and friends than 
ever before. For every one person five years 
ago who was convinced that more inflation 
was inevitable because the authorities were 
playing fast and loose with the dollar, there 
must be twenty now. Some were hard to 
convince but as they witnessed one event 
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after another which disclosed. increasing 
weakness in our monetary structure, mount
ing financial instability, and growing· d.Js
trust of our dollar .both at home and abroad, 
their thinking changed. The accumulation 
of such events now weighs heavily upon the 
popular mind and accounts for the declining 
faith in the outcome. 

There is an old saying that self-preserva
tion is the first law of nature. Understand
ably people eagerly want to know what they 
can do to protect their savings. They seek a 
store of value in which they can have confi
dence; and some are not satisfied to hedge, 
but greedily want to gain from lnflation
speculate on it, and this aggravates the very 
condition they fear and seek to protect 
themselves from. 

A good money serves as a good store of 
value, because a good money ls stable in 
value. But our dollar unfortunately has not 
fulfilled satisfactorily this vital monetary 
function; and it will not unless the authori
ties succeed in restoring confidence. 

Here are three possibilities-two are bad, 
very bad! 

A. The Federal Reserve can restrict the 
supply of credit by conventional methods 
sufficiently to discourage borrowers by high
er interest costs and thus reduce demand for 
loanable funds. If this ls done, it would be 
difficult to predict where interest rates would 
go, but they most likely would gQ consid
erably above their current high levels before 
they would discourage borrowing enough to 
bring total credit demand into balance with 
total savings in the economy and stop infla
tion. If the Fed rigidly holds the reserve line 
so as to prevent further expansion of com
mercial bank credit, it runs the very great 
risk of reversing the economy to the point 
of touching off deflation. This would be bad, 
indeed, because the economy under existing 
oondi tions cannot stand a reversal of more 
than very minor magnitude. I call your at
tention to the fact that credit has been so 
expanded that today the total net indebted
ness outstanding in the U.S. 1s in excess of 
$1.5 trillion of which about $1.0 trilllon ls pri
vate debt, and it probably would not take 
much defiation to trigger (like a row of fall
ing dominoes) a series of debt defaults not 
unlike what happened in the early stages of 
the Great Depression of the Thirties. Imag
ine, if you will, the difficulty of servicing, for 
example, the record home mortgage debt out
standing today ($250 billion) and the rec
ord consumer debt ($99 b1llion) if wide
spread unemployment should set in, as it 
does in a depression; or imagine the drain on 
Social Security funds; or even the serious 
trouble corporations would have in servicing 
their record indebtedness. And what shape 
would Uncle Sam be in, with falling tax 
yields from lower corpora tlon income and 
from lower personal income? What would 
happen to common stock prices? 

B. On the other hand, if the Federal Re
serve creates the reserves necessary to bring 
the supply of loanable funds into balance 
with the demand for credit, we will just have 
"more of the same"-and the risk here is that 
the rate of inflation (now between 4 and 
5 % ) will be sustained or accelerated. If so, 
then we have not seen high prices yet. Most 
economists and business analysts are agreed 
that the nation's economy cannot stand even 
the current rate of infiation for long without 
setting off a spiral that will lead to gallop
ing inflation and a bust. And this, like A 
above, is bad, too! In fact both A and B lead 
to a bust-one is an incompleted pass and 
the other is an interception! While there are 
many reasons why B leads to a bust, let me 
call attention to the principal one: As more 
and more people pecome convinced that more 
inflation is inevitable, they will be inclined 
to save less, thus lowering the amount of 
loanable funds; and at the same time, as 
consumers and business decision-makers, 
they are inclined to borrow more, thus in
creasing the demand for loanable funds. In 
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fact higher prices require more borrowing, 
and the expectation of still higher prices in
duces borrowing in anticipation. So you have 
a set of forces all contributing to a widening 
of the deficit between amount of credit de
manded. and the supply of loanable funds 
available from true savings. This applles,greii.t 
pressure on the monetary authority to create 
money in the fractional reserve banking sys
tem. Likewise it generates .a capital goods 
cycle which can contribute to a bust. 

C. But there is the happy outcome which 
all coaches hope for-the third possibility, 
the completed pass. With long yardage to 
go the chances are not good because the 
opposition knows the ball has to be thrown 
an.d increases its defense against the play. 
Yet completion ls not impossible, despite its 
reduced probability. Conceivably, the Fed 
could bring us through, reducing the rate 
of inflation enough to buy sufficient time to 
adopt sound monetary measures and avoid 
a bust that would come from either course 
A or course B. 

However, let me mix my metaphors and 
say that to steer the nation's financial ship 
safely through the narrow channel between 
Scylla (A) and Charybdis (B) will require 
the ultimate in navigational skill. I would 
feeZ more confident, and so would most 
people, I think, if Congress would lend a 
hand, and soon, by fiscaz measures designed 
to reduce the deficit in the Federal budget 
to the point where inflationary pressures 
would be lessened substantially. The finan
cial ship is damaged; she is leaking and we 
must get her to a safe port for repairs 
through rough seas and past the two dangers 
either of which is difficult to avoid without 
encountering the other, and either of which 
leads t;o a bust. 

The consequences of a bust are frightelltng 
to contemplate. History appears to have re
peated itself, as it so often does when the 
money mechanism is involved. Credit has 
been over-expanded, the amount of expan
sion having been greatest since 1961. The 
following figures tell the story of how the 
amount of all debt has grown since 1950 in 
billions: 

Year-end 

1950_ - - ---------------------
1951_ - - - ------------------- -
1952_ - - ---------------------
1953_ - - ---------------------
1954_ - - ------- --------------
1955_ -- ---------------------
1956_ - - ---------------------
1957 - - - ---------------------
1958_ - - ---------------------
1959_ - --------------------
1960_ - - ---------------------
1961 _ - - ---------------------1962_ - - ______________ : _____ _ 
1963_ ---------------------- • 
1964_ - - ---------------------
1965_ - - ---------------------
1966_ - - --------------------
1967 - - - ---------------------

All debt Increase 

$490. 3 --------------
524. 0 $33. 7 
555. 2 31. 2 
586. 5 31. 3 
612. 0 25. 5 
672. 3 60. 3 
707. 5 35.2 
738.9 31.4 
7S2.6 43. 7 
846.2 63. 6 
890.2 44. 0 
947. 7 57. 5 

1, 016. 7 69. 0 
l, 089. 5 72. 8 
1, 166. 4 76. 9 
1, 257. 6 81. 2 
1, 344. 9 87. 3 
1, 430. 3 85. 4 

Source: "Economic Report of the President." february 1968, 
p. 277. 

When a nation deliberately mes inflation 
(via credit) as a stimulm to the economy, it 
assumes the risk of Zosing control of the 
process because the point comes when a vi
cious cycle sets in. Prices (inflation) become 
higher and higher requiring more and more 
credit to support the process-and greater 
expansion of credit exerts greater upward 
pressure on prices, especially effective when 
the total economy approaches practical op
erating capacity, as now. Higher prices also 
induce higher wages, adding further to pro
duction costs that must be covered by still 
higher selling prices. Governments (federal, 
state, and local) get caught too, because they 
have to pay more for equipment, materials, 
and services they buy, and hence they have to 
raise taxes, or borrow more, or both. Every
body has to run faster to stay 1n the same 
place! 

History records no example of a country 



June 21, 1968 
that has been able to control inflation after 
the latter starts accelerating. It is reasonable 
to suppose that a nation's economy can be 
made to adjust to and live with a rate of 1 % 
to 1.5% a year but even this apparently mod
est amount can generate instability if it per
sists as an essential part of a deliberate plan, 
because a free people will begin to discount 
it. Then its effectiveness in the plan will be 
nullified and the planners will have to step 
up the rate to get the stimulation they want 
in the economy. 

A crude but meaningful analogy ls to be 
found in the reaction of the human body 
to narcotics. After a while the body builds 
a tolerance for the modest initial doses; 
then the person must increase the drug to 
get the same reaction he got from small 
beginning amounts. The time eventually 
comes when he is "hooked" for sure. It is 
interesting that the body's first reaction to 
dope appears to be good and exciting and 
sends the user on a trip into a dream world, 
just as the initial applications of planned 
inflation appear to be great, and the political 
and economic planners go off into a dream 
world, boasting of their handiwork: "yve 
planned it that way!" But when something 
goes wrong they are inclined to blame some
thing else or someone else for the trouble
Result: more regulations, more laws! 

Most economists will ridicule this analogy, 
and let them; but whatever the academi~ 
theorizing behind "the bold new approach, 
It just "ain't working," and we are in a 
financial jam. 

Despite the fact that our economy basically 
is the strongest in the world, .it C'l!'rrently h.as 
serious functional trouble with its financial 
mechanism, and as in 1929 this could lead 
to a general breakdown. I am not predicting 
a breakdown, but be assured that one is not 
out of the question. Much depends upon 
what help the Federal Reserve gets from 
the fiscal authorities, and how soon. 

Now in case the contents of this Letter 
cause you to think about leaving the coun
try, let me ask you where you would go? 
Better stick around and join us few whoop
ing cranes whose number just might grow 
and grow to where even the politicians will 
pay us some mind! By the way, we would 
not have to be a majority! (P. S. As this goes 
to press there is renewed hope that Congress 
wm enact a bill cutting expenditures and 
increasing taxes which should ease inflation 
pressures some.) 

THE IMPORTANCE OF JULY 4 

HON. STROM THURMOND 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
June 13 edition of the Beaufort Gazette 
contains a worthwhile editorial which I 
recommend to my fellow Senators. 

The article, entitled "An Important 
Day " is a reminder of the forthcoming 
July 4 and the important significance 
that day should be to each of us. 

The Declaration of Independence, 
which was signed on July 4, the Consti
tution and other great documents "that 
came into being during the formation of 
our country are the basis of all that has 
been accomplished in the United States 
in the past two centuries." 

As the editor stated, we have been able 
to prosper under the political system 
"bequeathed to us by our forefathers." 
However, much of our trouble today 
stems from the fact that we have lived 
in the protection of this governmental 
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system so long that we have lost the 
proper appreciation for this system. 

It is especially important today, when 
there are so many dissenters who attack 
our Government, that we should recog
nize and protect the freedoms established · 
by the precedent of the Declaration of 
Independence. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous co:Q.
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AN IMPORTANT DAY 
A few years ago, a U.S. Supreme Court 

Justice ls credited with remarking that if the 
Bill of Rights were to be voted on today, he 
doubted that it would pass. The Bill of 
Rights, like the rest of the U.S. Constitu
tion and other great documents that came 
into being during the formation of our coun
try, are the basis of all that has been accom
plished in the United States in the past two 
centuries. We will shortly be commemorating 
the adoption of one of the greatest of these 
documents-the Declaration of Independ
ence. 

In 1776, the American colonies declared 
their independence from Great Britain. And 
so began "the great experiment" in self-gov
ernment. As we approach another July 4, we 
should not let the tumult of the purposeless 
dissenters blind us to the everlasting need of 
preserving the spirit and form of the political 
system that was bequeathed to us by our 
forefathers. One of the troubles today is that 
we have lived within the protection of that 
system for so long that we have lost an 
awareness of what it means in terms of per
sonal liberty and opportunity. We have never 
known royal oppression, nor degrading class 
stratification by birth. We are not subjects. 
We are citizens. And as citizens with due 
regard for the rights of others, we are free 
to speak and act as our conscience dictates 
and to advance in life as far as our abilities 
permit. Our homes are our castles. 

These things began with the Declaration 
of Independence and that is why July 4 is 
a mighty important day, whether we realize 
it or not. 

GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER ON THE 
BERLIN CRISIS 

HON. HUGH SCOTT 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Gov. 
Nelson Rockefeller, of New York, under
scored the grave significance of the lat
est employment of "salami" tactics by 
the Communist East German regime in 
its continuing effort to snuff out the 
freedom of the people of West Berlin in 
contravention of agreements solemnly 
undertaken by the Soviet Union and the 
three Western Allies, the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and France. I ask 
unanimous consent that Governor 
Rockefeller's statement of June 17 be 
printed in the Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY Gov. NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER 

Two events last week highlighted the chal
lenge of contemporary foreign policy. On 
June 12, the General Assembly of the U .N. 
endorsed the Non-Proliferation Treaty. On 
the same day, the East German authorities 
placed additional restrict~ons on overland 
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access to West Berlin. These two measures 
are in contradiction to each other. 

The Non-Proliferation Treaty will now be 
submitted for ratification to the U.S. Senate. 
Under its terms, the nuclear powers under
take not to transfer nuclear weapons and 
the non-nuclear countries undertake not to 
produce any. Civilian uses of nuclear energy 
in the non-nuclear countries would be sub
ject to international inspection. The nuclear 
countries have undertaken to make an ef
fort to reverse the arms race. I support rati
fication of the treaty. 

At the same time, it is clear that the treaty, 
to be meaningful, presupposes a degree of 
self-restraint in U.S.-Soviet relations. At
tempts to ·upset the existing equilibrium are 
inconsistent with the spirit of the treaty. 
We must be prepared to meet the Soviet 
leaders halfway if they genuinely w~ant a 
relaxation of tensions, but they mus! not 
be permitted to use the slogan of peaceful 
coexistence as a subterfuge to undermine 
free countries. The systematic harassment 
of access to Berlin throughout this year be
longs in that category. 

Since the beginning of this year, the East 
German authorities, with Soviet support, 
have: 

1. Prohibited the use of overland routes to 
Berlin to members of West German right
wing parties; 

2. Prohibited the use of overland routes to 
West German cabinet ministers and other 
high officials; 

3. Instituted a requirement for visas for 
any other West German citizen; 

4. Increased the tolls on road traffic. 
Clearly the East German authorities are 

attempting to apply familiar "salami tactics." 
They are trying to establish the principle of 
controlling at their discretion all access to 
West Berlin. They are laying the basis from 
which progressive strangulation of the city 
can be attempted. 

This is inconsistent with the agreements 
of May 4, 1949, between the U.S., U.K., France 
and U .S.S.R. ending the blockade of Berlin. 
The Soviet Union has no right to delegate 
its obligations with respect to Berlin to the 
East German authorities. 

Even more importantly, these tactics are 
inconsistent with the objectives and spirit 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

The U.S. Government should leave no 
doubt that: 

1. The freedom of West Berlin and free 
access to lt---solemnly affirmed by every post
war administration-remains a vital Ameri
can concern. 

2. The proposed East German action is 
inconsistent with a relaxation of tensions; 
if harassment continues and is supported by 
the U.S.S.R., it may jeopardize ratification 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

3. It will concert immediately with its 
European allies on countermeasures to 
guarantee the continued freedom and integ
rity of West Berlin including appropriate 
measures with respect to East German trade 
with the West. 

The harassment of Berlin underlines the 
disarray among the Atlantic nations to which 
I called attention in Los Angeles last week. 
It is essential that they develop common 
purposes and objectives to master events 
instead of becoming their prisoner, to be 
guided by purposes instead of being over
whelmed by crisis. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL HABITUATION TO 
WAR 

HON. WAYNE MORSE 
OF OREGON 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
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Extensions of Remarks an article pub
lished in the American Journal of Or
thopsychiatry for April 1967. The sub
ject of the article is "Psychological Ha
bituation to War: A Sociopsychological 
Case Study," and 1t was written by Dr. 
Isidore Zif erstein, research psychiatrist, 
Psychiatric and Psychosomatic Research 
Institute, Mount Sinai Hospital, Los An
geles, Calif. 

It is a very interesting article because 
it discusses "the techniques employed by 
Government to reduce opposition to the 
war in Vietnam, relying heavily on psy
chological habituation by gradual in
volvement. Each small new step in the 
escalation is presented as a logical, un
avoidable result of a commitment made 
by a previous small step. The result is 
acquiescence by the individual, with no 
feeling that his right to disagree is being 
suppressed." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PSYCHOLOGICAL HABITUATION TO WAR: A Socxo

PSYCHOLOGICAL CASE STUDY 
(By Isidore Ziferstein, M.D., research psy

chiatrist, Psychiatric and Psychosomatic 
Research Institute, Mount Sinai Hospital, 
Los Angeles, Calif.) 
In a comprehensive essay on adolescence, 

George E. Gardner lists as a major and most 
difficult task confronting the child as he en
ters adolescence, the .giving up of the security 
that is predicated upon the "all-knowing
ness" and the "all-powerfulness" of his 
mother and father. In this connection Gard
ner emphasizes ". . . the extreme vulnerabil
ity of ·all adolescents (or of adults who are 
still essentially adolescent) to the cry and 
to the seductive voice of the false leader or 
the leader with the false ideology or intent. 
That adolescents (of whatever chronological 
age) are appealed to--and respond to--such 
leaders, is accounted for by the fact that the 
latter always promise, among other things, 
an omniscient who can do their thinking and 
an omnipotent who will be their power." 10 

There is a parallelism between these grow
ing pains of adolescence and the growing 
pains of a developing democratic society. In 
both instances, there is the danger of regres
sion to an earlier phase of development, 
where security is sought by relying on an 
omniscient and omnipotent authority. The 
success of the democratic process requires cit
izens who are psychologically ready and will
ing to thlnk creatively, to make choices, to 
make decisions as adults, not only in their 
family and other interpersonal relations but 
also in matters affecting their community 
and the nation. The democratic process, to 
be successful, also requires elected repre
senta tl ves who are able to resist the occupa
tional hazards of their positions of leader
ship-the temptation to feel and act omni
scient and omnipotent. 

Too often there is a polarization, a division 
of labor, a division of society into two castes: 
the leaders and the led. Too often the ordi
nary cl tizen, beset by the cares and demands 
of everyday living, is relieved and content to 
leave the business of governing to the lead
ers. And too often the professional "gover
nors" are men who are attracted to this pro
fession by their need to wield power, the 
need to feel and be omnipotent. 

One of the situations that bring this divi
sion into sharp relief is the state of war. 
The men who govern in time of war quite 
openly arrogate to themselves special powers 
over the governed. The reason given for this 
arrogation is the need to "maintain unity on 
the home 1'ront in time of crisis." This ·phrase 
means simply that the government feels it 

Footnotes at end of article. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
can not tolerate, in wartime, expressions or 
actions that may turn public opinion against 
the war effort. 

In past wars, our government, like other 
governments, has employed forceful means 
and appeals to jingoism to achieve the re
quired suppression of dissent. For example, in 
1917, during World War I, the Congress en
acted a Sedition Act under which more than 
1,900 persons were convicted for such crimes 
as ". . . making a movie of the American 
Revolution showing Britain and America at 
war; saying that war drove men mad; urg
ing people to vote against Congressmen who 
had voted for conscription; and writing a 
pamphlet which said that war is contrary to 
the teachings of Christ." 12 

In an upsurge of superpatriotism, an in
terest in anything German was considered 
unpatriotic. Sauerkraut became liberty cab
bage; opera companies stopped performing 
Wagner; and symphony orchestras elimi
nated works by German composers from 
their repertories. 

The current war in Vietnam has to date 
been relatively free of such phenomenon. In 
fact, high government officials, including 
the President, Vice President, and Secretary 
of State, have made a point on several oc
casions of defending the right of dissenters 
to protest. They have even pointed with 
pride to these proofs of freedom of speech in 
an America at war. 

It may be that the government is not em
ploying the gross techniques of suppression 
of former wars because there has not been 
a declaration of war by Congress. The gov
ernment might therefore be on precarious 
legal ground if it attempted to invoke war
time powers of suppression. A more likely 
explanation, however, is that the gross sup
pressive techniques of previous wars have 
been replaced by more subtle methods which 
are effective without being offensive, meth
ods whose effectiveness is enhanced by the 
refinements of the new "science" of public 
relations and by the all-pervasiveness of the 
mass media. 

A major element in the new, "public rela
tions" ~proach is the very gradual escala
tion of the war effort. In this process of 
graduated escalation, each new step toward 
greater involvement is in itself small and 
seemingly insignificant. Each step appears to 
evolve as a logical consequence of a previous 
small and seemingly insignificant step toward 
greater involvement. And the new step 
equally logically prepares the ground for the 
next small and seemingly insignificant step. 

The smallness of each step, and its logical 
evolution out of previous steps, make it ac
ceptable. The gradualness of the process pro
duces a habituation to the involvement. The 
end result is that the people find themselves 
deeply committed to large-scale war, without 
being able to tell how it came about, when 
and how it all began. 

This point was dramatically illustrated at 
the hearings on the war in Vietnam of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. On 
February 17, 1966 the following interchange 
took place: 

"Senator HICKENLOOPER. When was the 
commitment made for us to actively partici
pate ln the military operations of the war 
with American personnel? 

"General MAXWELL TAYLOR. Insofar as the 
use of our combat ground forces are con
cerned, that took place, of course, only in the 
spring of 1965. In the air, we had been partic
ipating more actively over two or three 
years." 28 

The fact that General Taylor, who was per
sonal military representative of President 
Kennedy in 1961-62, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in 1962-64, Ambassador to 
South Vietnam in 1964-65, and now Special 
Consultant to the President, could only say 
vaguely, "in the air we had been partici
pating more actively over two or three years" 
1s chara.cteristie of the confusion and uncer-
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tainty produced by this kind of gradual 
escalation. 

At this juncture. with the nation already 
deeply involved in actual ilghting, other . 
seemingly cogent arguments take over; e.g.: 
The nation is in danger. OUr boys are fight
ing and dying. Now is not the time for doubt
ing, questioning, hesitating, debating. We 
must give full support to our boys at the 
front. Those who refuse full support, or who 
hesitate, glve comfort to the enemy and are 
directly responsible for unnecessary deaths 
at the front. AJl we can do now is to rally 
'round the flag, support our Commander-in
Chief, etc. 

Under these conditions, there is no longer 
any need for direct suppressive measures to 
guarantee a pro-war consensus. Instead one 
can employ appeals to "maturity," to concern 
for one's country, to concern for our boys 
fighting and dying at the front. 

A classic example of this technlque ap
pears in a New York Times report of a speech 
delivered by President Johnson on May 17, 
1966: 

"President Johnson, in his most outspoken 
attacks on the opponents of his Vietnam 
policy so far, called on all Americans to unite 
behind him. 

"Mr. Johnson, gibing at •nervous Nellies,' 
seemed almost to call for an end to criticism 
of the Administration's action in Vietnam 
and to question his critics' patriotism. 

"Mr. Johnson said, 'I ask you and I a5k 
every American to put our country first if we 
want to keep it first. • . . Put away all the 
childish divisive things if you want the ma
turity and the unity that is the mortar of a 
nation's greatness. I do not think that those 
men who are out there fighting for us tonight 
think we should enjoy the luxury of fighting 
each other back home.' " is 

Here the President skillfully appeals to the 
regressive wish of his audience to be good 
little children and surrender their critical 
faculties, but couches it as an appeal to ma
turity. He is lecturing his audience as a 
benevolently despotic father might lecture 
a naughty child. In the process, the demo
cratic responsibility of the mature citizen to 
question, to examine, to criticize, ls stood on 
its head and gibed at as the "childish devisive 
things" indulged in by "nervous Nellies." 

These latter-day techniques are far more 
difficult to counteract psychologically than 
are techniques of direct suppression. The 
individual no longer experiences the sup
pression as coming from outside 'himself. 
The suppression seems rather to come from 
within, as a logical response to the situation 
that the country is in. The individual citizen 
himself, in response to the President's ap
peals for unity and maturity, suppresses any 
wish he may have t.o think critically, to eval
uate objectively, to dissent. The suppressing 
forces are no longer regarded as ego-alien. 

This tendency t.o self-censorship is rein
forced by another !actor. Since he does not 
understand how the country got so deeply 
involved in the war, and feels quite confused 
about .it, the average citizen concludes thait 
the problems of war and peace in general, 
and of the Vietnam war in particular, are 
much too complicated :for his average mind 
to encompass. This self-depreciation facili
tates a regressive process. where the confused 
and helpless infant-citizen finds .comfort In 
leaving all decisions to the father-figures, the 
all-powerful President and his all-knowing 
expert advisers. 

Once the citizen has accepted the policy 
of war, psychological processes come Into 
play which induce him to distort reality by 
ignoring or min.1mizing those facts which 
contradict the policy, while giving undue 
weight to facts which tend to validate the 
policy. Charles E. Osgood has described these 
processes under his "'congruity hypothesis" 
as the strain toward consistency.llll 21 Leon 
.Festlnger has described. thein as "the reduc
tion of oognitlve d.issonan:ce.u ' 8 These the
ories submit the proposition that when peo-
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ple know things. that are not psychological~y 
consistent with one. another, they will try to 
make them consistent by . various means. 
Osgood points out that the individual is 
most lik.ely to change that element in tl;l.e 
incongruity to which he has the least in
tense attachment and will maintain that 
element about which he has the most in
tense conviction. 

To illustrate: When Stephen Decatur made 
his famous toast "My country right or 
wrong,'' he was in fact saying that he was 
capable of tolerating the cognitive disso
nance between the strong positive valence of 
"my country," and the negative valence of 
"wrong." The average citizen cannot tolerate 
the dissonance and must change the positive 
valence of one of the elements to a negative 
one, or vice versa. He will find it extremely 
difficult to go through the emotionally pain
ful reevaluation of values and the enormous 
intellectual efforts that would be involved in 
admitting to consciousness the idea that his 
country is. engaged in policies and actions 
that are basically wrong. He will find it easier 
to eliminate the dissonance by Justifying, for 
example, the bombing and napalming of 
enemy civilians on· such grounds as: the 
enemy, even civilians, are cruel, ruthless, 
cunning, fanatical and none of them can be 
trusted. 

Having achieved this regressive reduction 
or elimination of dissonance, the citizen ex
periences a sense of relief from anxiety and 
from the pressure of having to think about 
these complex questions. Henceforth, even if 
it may seem to him at times that his gov
ernment's policies are palpably-wrong, he can 
fall back on the comforting thought that 
there must be some top-secret information 
to which he has no access, and to which he is 
not entitled to have access, which can ex
plain everything and make everything all 
right; and that- the father-figures surely 
know what they are doing. . 

It seems clear to the behavioral scientist 
that this situation of habituation, confusion, 
self-devaluation, and regression to an infan
tile state of helplessness is unhealthy and 
should be corrected. Some behavioral scien
tists also feel that their life-long training 
and professional skills should enable them to 
make a contribution toward ameliorating or 
"curing" this state of sociopathological ill 
health. Unfortunately, the situation becomes 
much less clear when the specific questions 
are asked: What can behavioral scientists do? 
What contribution can they make? 

Jules Masserman concludes an essay on 
"Psychological Medicine and World Affairs" 
(in which he writes prophetically as early as 
1948 about "the dread prodromata of war") 
with the question: "What, then, can we as 
scientists, physicians and men of good will 
do?" After apologizing for the fact that "as 
is usual in medical treaties, the section on 
therapy must be regrettably brief,'' Masser
man answers his own question: 

"First, let us raise our voices to cry ha voe 
and, since our puny professional and aca
demic 'securities' would in any case become 
meaningless should catastrophe break, dare 
to use every means of communication at our 
command to rouse the world to its danger. 
(And second,) let us leave our crumbling 
ivory towers and use every podium and in
fiuence we have to secure a voice on policy
making and governing bodies." 16 

The writer agrees with Masserman's tw.o 
proposals. He would suggest, in addition, a 
third way that a contribution could be made 
by behavioral scientists. In the case described 
in this paper of the public habituation to 
war, an effort could be made to counteract it 
by confronting the public with the existence 
of habituation and helping the average citi
zen gain insight into its genesis. The gaining 
of intellectual and emotional insight is an 
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lmportant tool in .dynamic psychotherapy. It 

· should be tried in sociotherapy. Perhaps the 
average citizen can be helped to feel less- be
wildered, less helpless, if he is helped to 
understand, step by step, how the present 
confused situation came about. Perhaps he 
can gain confidence In his own ability to 
think and to understand if. he can be helped 
to perceive the subtle techniques by which 
his ability to think has been undermined. 
Perhaps, as in individual psychotherapy, a 
gaining of insight into the processes, ex
ternal and intrapsychic, which led to the 
citizen's regression, may be the first step 
toward developing greater maturity and self-
confidence. · 

What follows ls offered as a sample of an 
attempt at such elucidation-an effort at 
counteracting the habituation to war by re
tracing some of the early steps in the gradual 
escalation by which. the habituation was 
established. 

HABrruATION BY GRADUAL INVOLVEMENT
A CASE STUDY 

It ls not easy to determine Just when, how, 
and why the United States became com
mitted to intervene in Vietnam. The involve
ment began quite indirectly, and seemingly 
without premeditation or intent. It began as 
an indirect consequence of the efforts of the 
United States government, under the Mar
s.hall Plan, to help the countries of Europe 

. recover ·from the devastation of World 
War II. 

The French became recipients of Marshall 
Plan aid soon after World War II ended. 
When, in 1946, the French began their war 
against the Viet Minh in an effort to re
establish their colonial rule in Indochina, 
Marshall Plan dollars enabled the French 
government to release francs for expendi
tures in that war.11 This first .indirect in
volvement, and the sympathy of American 
government officials for the role of the 
French as "the defenders of the cause of 
human freedom" in Southeast Asia,' led in· 
exorably (although in. steps barely visible to 
the unaided human eye) to the pres.ent full
scale involvement with over 400,000 Ameri
can ground troops and all the latest para
phernalia of war~ 

The. indirect involvement continued from 
1g46 until 1950.. Then it became direct. This 
next step was taken in May 1950, with the 
announcement that the U.S. would give 
direct economic aid and military equipment 
to the French in Vietnam and to the em
peror Bao Dai, who had been appointed b}' 

. the French to rule Vietnam under their 
tutelage.1 This step seemed insignificant at 
the time (merely a shift from indirect aid to 
direct a.id) , and logical (since the French 
were our NATO allles). 

The sending of American military equip
ment to Indochina led logically to another 
step--the sending of American experts to 
teach the French how to use the equipment. 
This was another fateful step--the first com
mitment of American manpower. President 
Eisenhower wrote in his memoirs: 

"It ls true that certain legislators have ex
pressed uneasiness concerning any use of 
American maintenance personnel in Indo
china. They fear that this may be opening 
the door ·to increased and unwise introduc-

. tion of American troops into that area. [As 
indeed it proved to be-. I. Z.] The administra
tion has given assurances to guard against 
such development." 5 

By May 1954, when the French suffered 
their conclusive defeat at Dienbienphu, there 
were 684 such American experts, mainte
nance personnel, and advisers. The French 
left (in April 1956) but the Americans stayed 
on, to build up the army of Bao Dai, later of 
Diem, and still later of the succession of 

· military juntas that followed the overthrow 
and assassination of Diem. 

These American advisers not only stayed 
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on .but multiplied, although very slowly at 
first. At the end of the Eisenhower Admin
istration in 1960, there were about 750. Amer
ican military personnel in South Vietnam.u 
Al though they were mm tary men, they wore 
civilian clothes, because the Geneva Accords 
of 1954 forbade "the introduction into Viet
nam of any troop reinforcements and addi
tional military personnel." 21 

The next step was also a seemingly unim
portant one, but it was perhaps crucial. The 
American advisers began to appear on the 
streets of Saigon in American military uni
forms. This "surfacing" of the American mili
tary in Vietnam was also very gradual. Here, 
for the first time, was established a palpable, 
visible American military presence in South 
Vietnam. Once this was established, all that 
followed seemed logical and inevitable. 

The increase in American troop involve
ment was considerably accelerated during 
the Kennedy Administration. By the end of 
1961, the newly; elected President had more 
than quadrupled the number of troops to 
over 3,000. This number tripled in 1962; and 
by October 1963 there were about 17,000 
American "advlse:rs" in South Vietnam. Many 
of them accompanied their South Vietnamese 
"advisees" on combat missions, and th~y 
were authorized "to fire when fired upon." 

In retrospect it is clear that at this stage of 
the involvement, Americans were e.nga_ging in 
combat-killing and being killed. But this 
was glossed over by public assurances that 
there had been "no change in the quality of 
our support, but only an increase in the 
quantity of it," and that American. mmtary 
personnel were serving, and would continue 
to serve, in South Vietnam in a purely ad
visory and training capacity.26 

Furthermore, on October 2, 1963 Secretary 
of Defense Robert McNamara and Ge.neral 
Maxwell Taylor made the reassuring an
nouncement that "the major part of the 
U.S. military task can be completed by the 
end of 1965, although there may be a con-

- tinuing, requirement for a limit.ed number of 
training personnel." This was backed up by 
a statement that 300 American troops would 

· 1eave Vietnam by December 3, while another 
. 1,000 would depart before the end of the 
year.2a 

Despite these assurances, American involve
ment continued to increase, in numbers, in 
intensity, and in overtness. But by this time, 
the habituation had taken hold. As late as 
Novemper 1964, with more than 20,000 Amer
ican ground troops in South Vietnam and 
with total American casualties close to 2,000, 
the American people still believed they were 
voting for a President who had kept us. out 
of war. 

A story in the Los Angeles Times in April 
1965 describes the satisfaction of American 
airmen that "the wraps have at long la.st 

. been taken. off the Air Force." Previously, 
every American helicopt.er pilot had to ·be 

. accompanied by a South Vietnamese "even 
if the South Vietnamese was a mall clerk," 
so that in case the helicopter crashed or was 
shot down, it could be claimed that the 
Vietnamese mall clerk was the pilot and the 
American pilot was only an adviser. All this 
pretense could now finally be discarded, the 
report in the Los Angeles Times continued 
with obvious satisfaction. 

It took 19 years of very gradual escalation 
for our involvement to reach the point where 
"the fight is now predominantly an American 
war," as Walter Lippmann points out. But it 
should be noted that in the past two years, 
since "the wraps have been off" and all pre-

. tense finally discarded, the escalation has 
been accelerated precipitously. By November 
1965 there were more than 150,000 American 
soldiers in South Vietnam. In November 1966 
there were 360,000 American fighting men on 
Vietnamese soil. 

One might ask whether the gradual esca
lation was deliberately planned by govern· 
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ment leaders as a subtle and effective public 
relations technique, or was the haphazard 
result of historical factors outside the con
trol of our government. Since both history 
and human motivation are never a matter 
of black-or-white, the question can be posed 
more meaningfully as follows: to what ex
tent was the gradual habituation deliberately 
planned and predetermined, and to what 
extent did it just happen? 

It is doubtful that anyone, including the 
leaders themselves, could answer these ques
tions categorically. However, the weight of 
the historical evidence goes to show that 
the gover~ment of the United States was de
termined, from the very beginning, to do 
everything it could to keep Ho Chi Minh 
and the Viet Minh from coming to power in 
Vietnam. For example, Chalmers W. Roberts, 
Chief of the National News Bureau o! the 
Washington Post and Times-Herald, reported 
on March 25, 1954 the National Security 
Council took a firm position that the United 
States could not afford the loss of Indochina 
to the Communists, and that if it were nec
essary to prevent the loss, the United States 
would intervene in the war. This decision 
was approved by President Eisenhower.22 On 
April 16, 1954 Vice President Nixon sent up 
a public trial-balloon in a speech before the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors, in 
which he said: 

"If to a.void further Communist expansion 
in Asia and Indochina, we must take the risk 
now by putting our boys in, I think the Exec

. utive has to take the politically unpopular 
decision and do it." s 

A few days previously, on April 3, 1954, 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and 
Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of 
the Joint Ohiefs of Staff, had urged upon a 
secret meeting of eight leaders of the Senate 
and the House the necessity of a joint reso
lution by Congress to permit President 
Eisenhower to use air and naval power in 
Indochina. Admiral Radford's plan was to 
relieve the French at Dienblenphu by strik
ing at the Vietminh forces with hundreds of 
American planes from Navy carriers and 
from the Philippines. Robert writes: 

"Some of those at the meeting came away 
wlth the feeling that if they had agreed that 
Saturday to the resolution, planes would have 
been winging toward Dienbienphu without 
waiting for a vote of Congress-or without a 
word in advance to the American people." 
[Italic mine, I.Z.] 

Secretary Dulles tried to interest some of 
America's allies in his plans. "In these talks 
Dulles ran into one rock of opposition
Britaln." 22 The reaction of another ally is 
described by Roscoe Drummond and Gaston 
Coblentz in their book about Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles, Duel at the Brink. 
They write: 

"The main figure with whom he [John 
Foster Dulles] negotiated in Paris, shortly 
before the (Geneva) conference and during 
i:ts early weeks, was [French] Foreign Min
ister Georges Bida ult. 

"As the collapse of Dienbienphu · ap
proached, Dulles told Bidault that a battle 
lost was not a war lost. The discouraged 
Bidault replied that General de Gaulle had 
said the same thing in 1940, but that it was 
something one says in the first year of a war, 
not in the eighth, as in Indochina. 

"Bidault's recollection of the talks, as re
counted to these reporters, introduces into 
the Dulles record a new element which, at 
present, reposes solely on the French smtes
man's testimony. Bidault understood Dulles, 
on two separate occasions, to have offered 
him the use of American atomic bombs by 
French forces in the Indochina war. . 

"By Bidault's account both offers were 
made before the fall of Dienbienphu; prior, 

Footnote at end of article. 
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that is, to the Geneva Conference. Accord
ing to Bidault, both offers were made to him 
perso.nally by Dulles in Paris. 

"The first ls recalled by Bidault as an offer 
of one or more atomic bombs to be dropped 
on Communist Chinese territory near the 
Indochina border in a countermove against 
the Chinese supply lines to the Vietminh 
Communists. 

"The second is recalled as an offer of two 
atomic bombs against the Vietminh forces 
at Dienblenphu. 

"Bidault, by his account, declined both 
offers. He told Dulles that it would be im
possible to predict where the use of nuclear 
weapons against Red China would end, that 
it could lead to Russian intervention and 
a world-wide holocaust. In the case of the 
seco.nd offer, he considered the French and 
Vietminh forces to be by then too closely en
gaged at Dienblenphu to permit the use of 
atomic weapons. 

"There is no doubt in Bidault's mind that 
these offers were made to him by Dulles." a 
[Emphasis mine. I.Z.] 

These facts point to the conclusion that 
the Administration would have plunged the 
United States into the Indochina war much 
more precipitously if it could have. But it 
encountered two obstacles: Our Allies, es
pecially Britain and France refused to go 
along. And Nixa.n's trial-balloon brought 
forth an avalanche of negative letteTs and 
telegrams to the President, and a great deal 

··or · negative reaction in the press. The time 
was not ripe for total intervention. The 
American people would have to undergo a 
prolonged process of habituation before they 
would be ready for total intervention. 

It is, of course, quite likely that, having 
embarked on a course of gradual escalation, 
the leaders themselves became conditioned 
and habituated-they became the victims 
of their own techniques. The strain toward 
consistency and elimination of cognitive dis
so.nanoe described by Osgood, Festinger, and 
others applies not only to ordinary citizens 
but also to leaders. The leaders are con
strained to find rationalizations which will 
justify their decisions to themselves, as well 
as to their followers. Former President Ei
senhower recently exemplified one such tech
nique in high places, a technique to justify 
the killing of civilians in underdeveloped 
nations. In a televised speech on September 
18, 1966, he argued against "the fear of using 
a weapon [nuclear] that the free world 
might need in some outlying place where 
people o.r life seems to be cheap, and they 
want to have their way." 26 

It is also probable that the original plan
ners of our Southeast Asia strategy did not 
anticipate in 1950-54 either the duration or 
the extent of the ultimate involvement. 
They grossly underestimated the determina
tion, stamina, and dedication of the guer
rillas. The performance of the Viet Minh 
against the French should have alerted our 
declslonmakers, but here another factor 
entered, which is operative to this day. The 
American leaders felt vastly superior both 
to the French and to their rag-tag guerrilla 
opponents. The leaders were the victims of 
the parochial tendency to feel that "one 
American is as good as any 10 foreigners," 
(especially if the foreigners are non-white). 

Since then, much habituation has taken 
place. In June 1954 a Gallup Poll showed 
that 72 % of the American people opposed 
sending American troops to Indochina. By 
1966, 60-70% were going along with the Ad
ministration policy. The process of habitua
tion has been eminently successful. It has 
achieved a. 180 degree shift in American pub
lic opinion in the space of 12 years. 

The habituation has been reinforced by 
techniques of news management and manip
ulation of public opinion. The President's 
televised press conference of July 28, 1965 is 

June 21, 1968 
a classic example. It furnishes an instructive 
case study of the psychological preparation 
and manipulation of the American public: 

Several weeks before the press conference 
took place, Secretary of Defense McNamara 
made a. highly dramatized and thoroughly 
publicized "fact-finding" tour of South Viet
nam. Newspaper dispatches stressed the dan
gerous nature of this mission. Tile Viet Cong, 
it was reported, spared no efforts to "get" 
McNamara. On one occasion, a mine was 
discovered in the nick of time under a bridge 
that McNamara was to cross. (No one asked 
why such a dangerous mission was given so 
much advance publicity. Would it not have 
been safer for Mr. McNamara to slip into 
Vietnam incognito and with no fanfare?) 

Upon his return from Vietnam to Wash
ington, Secretary McNamara and his fact
findlng mission continued to capture the 
headlines. For several days, these front page 
stories in the news media reported that the 
President was ·closeted with Mr. McNamara. 
and several top-level advisers in day-long, 
continuous top-secret consultations. The 
purpose of these conferences was to deter
mine, on the basis of Mr. McNamara's find
ings, the future course of the war. Strangely 
enough, at the end of each day's "secret" 
session information was "leaked" to the news 
media which indicated that there would be 
a. very rapid increase in U.S. combat forces 
in Vietnam, a marked rise in draft quotas, 
moblllzatlon of the reserves, and a request 
that the Congress make a supplemental war 
appropriation of 12 b1llion dollars. With each 
day, as preparations were reported for a. 
Presidential press conference, tension rose 
and public apprehension mounted that the 
country would be placed on a total war 
footing. 

So well was the public prepared by the 
·press "leaks" to expect the worst, that there 
was a general expression of relief when, on 
July 28, the President asked for "only" 1.7 
billion dollars, a draft quota of "only" 35,000 
by November, an increase in troop strength 
to "only" 125,000, and greatest concession of 
all, did not call out the reserves. However, 
the Wall Street Journal of August 4, 1965, 
reported that " ... the President had an
nounced one plan for public consumption, 
but was pushing, behind the scenes, for a 
much larger involvement in the war." 

In connection with this concealed .pro
gram, the Wall Street Journal continued, 
Secretary of Defense McNamara appeared 
before a closed session of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee to project a far heavier 
commitment of manpower and funds. 

By January 20, 1966, the Los Angeles 
Times was reporting that the President "ap
peals to Congress to provide $12 blllion 
more to support expanded Vietnam action." 
(The precise figure mentioned in the press 
leaks of July 1965.) By February 12, 1966, 
the President was stating that the time may 
come when he will have to summon the re
serves. Several months after that, a bill was 
passed giving the President authority to do 
so. And, of course, the number of combat 
troops rapidly rose above the 125,000 figure 
projected in the July 28 press conference. 

It is clear, in retrospect, that the skill
fully stage-managed. televised press confer
ence of July 28, 1965 marked a new phase of 
open, headlong escalation of the war-now 
that the "wraps were off." But an adverse 
public reaction to this new development was 
averted by skillful manipulation of infor
mation. The formula is simple, but effective: 
First step: highly alarming rumors about 
escalation are "leaked." Second step: the 
President officially and dramatically sets the 
anxieties to rest by announcing a much 
more moderate rate of escalation, and ac
companies this announcement with as~'1r

a.nces of the government's peaceful inten
tions. Third step: after the general sigh of 
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relief, the originally rumored escalation 18' 
gradually put into etrect, after all. 

Thfs technique of psychological backing 
and fill1ng has two etrects: (1) By the time 
the originally leaked figure of, say, $12' bil
lion, is afilcially presented by the President. 
in January 1966, the citizen has the com-
fortable feeling of familiarity with it, of 
being knowledgeable about it. Somewhere, 
sometime he has seen and heard this figure 
before, as indeed he had-in July 1965. It 
has been robbed of its shock effect. The citi
zen has become habituated to it. (2) The 
succession of "leaks," denials of leaks, and 
denials of denials, thoroughly confuses the 
individual. He is left bewildered, helpless, 
apathetic. 
- The habituation is further reinforced by 

what ts politely called "news management," 
but. what some newsmen. have referred to 
more frankly as the withholding o:I! informa
tion or the giving out of misinformation by 
the government. In February 1965, U.N. 
Secretary General U Thant. bl unt1y· stated 
th-at the Am.mean people were nat getting 
the true facts about the war in Vietnam, 
particularly about peace feelers. from 
Hanoi.1' Australian col!l'espondents in Viet
nam have chaxged. American milita11y public: 
relations men with misrepresenting casualty, 
figures in order to make them less stark for 
the American public.1e American newsmen 
have similarly complained about misleading. 
news and misinformation .. In a front page 
news article headed "U.S. Command Less 
Than Candid in Reporting Vietnam Battle 
Action:• Jack Foisie. Bureau Cbief in. Saigon 
for the .Washington Post and the Los Angeles 
Times, writes: 

. "Even in a minor defeat, or a minor error 
in contrast to the bigness· of the war, spokes
men try to minimize the setback, distort the 
fact. They do their best to sweep the dirt 
under the tent." u . 

Professor Thomas A. Bailey writeS' in the 
New York Times about President Johnson's 
"warping, sugar-coating or falsification of 
the news." 2 

News management is not a new phenom
enon. It is probably as old as politics itself. 
In the United States, as Professor Bailey 
puts it, "news management dates back to 
George Washington's Administration." 2 

What is new, in our democracy, is the quan
tity, the degree of news management. What 
ts new ts the fact that high government of
ficials openly adm1t it,. and that the large 
majority of the American people have ac
cepted it as one of the facts of life. William 
Touhy, the Los Angeles Times correspondent 
in Saigon, writes: 

"Sylvester [Assistant Secretary of Defense 
fOT Public Affairs Arthur Sylvester] has said 
he favors government news management, in
cluding lying to the press in times of crisis~ 
On a trip to Vietnam, he declared the press 
ought to be the handmaiden of the govern
ment, as far as reporting the war went.:us.. 

And Newsweek quoted the ofilcial spokes
man for the United States mission in Saigon 
as stating: "My directive says that our policy 
is one of minimum candor." 17 

The open advocacy by governmental lead
ers of policies of "minimum candor" and ly
ing to the people undermines "the- right to 
know.'' The restrictions on his right oo know 
the truth mesh neatly with the citizen's re
gressive wish to remain unknowing, and 
further facmtate his regression to the pre
adolescent phase of seeking securlty in the 
omniscience and .omnipotence of the author
ity figures. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The techniques employed by government 

to reduce oppoSition to the war in Vietnam 
rely heavily on psychological habituation by 
gradual involvement. Each small new step in 
the escalation is presented as a logical, un
avoidable result of a commitment made by a 
previous smaU step. The result is acquies-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS-
cence by the individual, with no feeling th.at. 
his right to dl8agree ts being suppressed. 

The acquiescence resulting f'rom psycho
logical habituatlan to the war could prepare 
the• ground for eventual acceptance of the 
use of' nuclear weapons, if such use devel
oped as a "logical" .next step. Senator Rich
ard B~ Russell, Chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, has advocated 
using small nuclear weapons in Vietnam, in
creasfug the size of the nuclear bombs when 
necessary. This foreshadows a kind of nu
clear escalation similar to the gradual esca
lation described abo:ve. 

The gradual! habituationr the "manage
ment" of news and information, and the. 
manipulation of public opinion produce in. 
the American people a sense of confusion. 
They undermine the average American's con
fidence in his own ability to think clearly 
and cope with important issues. They foster 
in the average American 81 feeling oi helpless
ness and passivity. All this bodes ill for the 
democratic process: an ill-informed and mis
informed people may be unable to participate 
intelllgently in decision-making. It bodes ill 
f~ the prospects of human. survival: a ha
bituated people may be. unable to stop the 
drift toward a third, thermonuclear, world 
war. It bodes ill for the emotional health of 
the American people •. 

And all this is a matter of serious concern 
to behavioral scientists, a.S citizens and as 
specialists. 
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HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1968: COMMENT BY 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
PROPERTY AND CASUAL~ RE• 
INSURERS 

HON. JOHN SPARKMAN 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June- 21, 1968 

. Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senate recently passed S. 3497, the Hous
ing and Urban Development .Act of 1968, 
which included provision for the esta:b
lishment of an urban insurance program. 
Subsequent- to the passage of the bill 
by the Senate> r received a letter from 
a representative of the National Associa .. 
tion of Property and Casualty Reinsurers 
in which they comment on the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter be printed in the, RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed· in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

RoBINS, DAVIS, &. LYONS, 
Washington, D.a., June 14, 1968. 

Re National Insurance Development A.ct of 
1968 (S. 3497). 

Senator J.OHN J. SPAJU014AN, 
Chairman.. Senate Committee on Banking 

and Currency, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR. SPARK.lliL\N~ A group Of the 

nation'& leading reinsurers are in the process 
of forming a non-profit, voluntary associa
tton to be known as the National Association 
of Property and Casualty Reinsurers, for the 
purpose of presenting the p.oint of view of 
the members to Congress. state legislatures 
and regulatory agencies and commissions. 
Members of the proposed association w1ll in
clude North American Reinsurance Com
pany, American Re-Insurance Company, Re
insurance Corporation of New York, Genera.I 
Reinsurance Corporation, Employers Rein
surance Corporation, Munich Reinsurance 
Company, Prudential-Skandia Reinsurance 
Group, Constellation Reinsuranc.e Company, 
Christiana General-Switzerland Genel'al Re
insurance Group and the Reinsurance Di'vi
sion of Insurance ComJ>any of North America. 

Please be advised that I have been ap
pointed as spokesman for this group on the 
matter of S. 3497 and authorized to present 
the views of the members on this important 
piece of legislation. Since our articles of as
sociation were neither drafted. nor filed at 
the time of your Committee's public hearings 
on the bill, we were not able to present an 
industry viewpoint therein. Nor were we able 
to present the matter in time for appropriate 
amendments on the floor. However, the group 
studied the bill in great detail and on its 
behalf I did have several discussions with 
members of the Senate Banking anci Cur
rency Committee staff before the matter 
went to the floor for debate. 

Although the bill has been passed by the 
Senate, we would like to make a record o! 
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our objection to two sections of the measure 
in its present form: (1) the proposed find
ing in Sec. 1102(a) (2) that "recent riots 
and other civil commotions in many Ameri
can cities have brought abnormally high 
losses to the property insurance industry 
for which adequate reinsurance cannot be 
obtained at reasonable cost" (emphasis 
added) and (2) the mandatory directive in 
Sec. 1235 of the proposed new Title 12 to the 
Housing Act which orders the Corporation 
to study reinsurance as a means of guaran
teeing an adequate market in urban areas 
for burglary and theft and contractors 
surety bonds. 

1. The "finding" in Sec. 1102(a) (2,) that 
adequate reinsurance cannot be obtained 
for recent riot losses at a "reasonable cost" 
is misleading and unsupported by the record. 
As a matter of fact, those riot and civil 
commotion losses that were not reinsured 
were so treated for reasons unrelated to the 
cost and availability of reinsurance. To the 
extent that risks in such areas were rein
sured, the cost of reinsurance for riot and 
civil commotion losses was nominal since 
they were included in the miscellaneous 
perils and charged a composite or group rate. 
Hence to date there has been an adequate 
supply of reinsurance at more than "reason
able" cost. 

It is only recently that riot and civil com
motion losses have raised a serious problem. 
But the problem is primarily one for the 
primary insurers who have written such 
coverage in the past and more importantly, 
for those who will be asked to take such 
risks in the future under the FAIR plans 
contemplated by S. 3497. Assuming that 
such losses continue to rise in severity and 
frequency, the primary insurers will in all 
probability still be able to obtain rein
surance at a "reasonable cost"-reasonable 
being defined as a rate which reflects' experi
ence. Ultimately the cost or reinsurance re
flects the actual experience of primary in
surers, nothing more and nothing less. When 
judged by any marketplace yardstick, the 
cost will thus always remain reasonable in 
that the seller is recovering his out-of
pocket costs plus an acceptable profit. 

The primary insurance industry believes 
that if riot and civil commotion losses con
tinue to increase, the "capacity" or ability 
of the industry, whether primary or reinsur
ance, may be strained unduly. But it should 
be recognized that any such situation is not 
produced by the arbitrariness of the reinsur
ance industry; rather it will be the product 
of a need beyond the ability of the primary 
insurers to absorb or repay to reinsurers at 
a price reflecting their true experience. 

Hence, we respectfully suggest that the 
proposed findings contained in Sec. ll02(a) 
(2) relating to the unavailability of adequate 
reinsurance at a "reasonable cost" be amend
ed to read: 

Recent riots and other civil commotion in 
many American cities have brought about 
abnormally high losses to the property in
surance industry which raise the question 
as to whether adequate reinsurance will con
tinue to be available at previous rates, and 
the risk of such losses will make most lines 
of property insurance even more difficult to 
obtain. 

2. Our second basic concern is the present 
language of Sec. 1235 which authorizes and 
directs the Corporation to make a study of 
"reinsurance and other means to help assure 
(1) an adequate market for burglary and 
theft and other property insurance in urban 
areas; and (2) adequate availability of surety 
bonds for construction contractors in urban 
areas." 

Neither of these areas of concern or forms 
of coverage present any problem of reinsur
ance or its availability or cost. Historically 
the&e coverages have been handled almost 
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exclusively by primary insurors-especially in 
ghetto areas-and losses paid up to amounts 
well below the catastrophe coverages of the 
normal reinsurance contracts. This is espe
cially true with respect to surety bonds, where 
reinsurance is rarely drawn into play except 
in projects of large value. 

Hence, we suggest deletion of the phrase 
"of reinsurance and other means to help 
assure .... " This will allow the Corpora
tion to concentrate its energies wherever 
the problems and solutions are to be found. 
Of course, such a study could also include 
inquiry into the role of reinsurers but such 
an inquiry would be optional or supplemen
tary as opposed to the prime focus of inter
est as the bill now seems to require. 

We also discussed these matters with key 
members of the House Banking and Cur
rency Committee and the Committee staff. 
They have agreed with our position on these 
two points and will offer the amendments 
described above, either in Committee or on 
the floor. If the House should adopt these 
amendments and pass their companion meas
ure, H.R. 17003, we earnestly request that our 
proposals be given favorable consideration in 
Conference by the Senate conferees. 

Respectfully submitted, 
RONALD A. JACKS, 

Washington Counsel, National Associa
tion of Property and Casualty Bein
surers. 

MAJORITY RULE OUTMODED? 

HON. PAUL J. FANNIN 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, one of our 
most respected churchmen in Arizona 
has written a very perceptive article in 
one of the widely circulated religious pub
llcations in my State. Msgr. John Doran 
questions the strange shift in concept 
from the rule of the majority to the rule 
of the minority. He quite correctly notes 
that most of our concepts of law are 
based upon the idea that the majority 
shall establish the law with the rights of 
the minorities protected by the Constitu
tion. 

Monsignor Doran's clear statement of 
the principles involved in some of our 
current problems is worthy of wider at
tention, particularly when he calls to the 
remembrance of those in authority that, 
"a loud minority does not make up a 
majority, nor does it outweigh the will 
of the majority." 

He suggests that those authorities who 
do not have the courage to recognize and 
act upon this principle should be re
placed. 

Mr. President, I quite agree. 
I ask unanimous consent that the ar

ticle to which I have referred be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ROLE OF THE MINORITIES 

One of the strange things happening these 
days is the shift from the American concept 
of the rule of the majority to a new rule of 
tpe minority. Although most of our concepts 
of law and order are based upon the idea 
that the majority of people shall establish 
the laws, with the protection of the minor-
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ities-guaranteed by the Constitution, we are 
shifting in fact into allowing loud and vocal 
minorities to get their way, no matter what 
the majority might want. 

I suppose that the clearest example of this 
is in the college and university strikes and 
sit-ins which have been taking place of late. 
Minorities, indeed very small minorities, 
have been allowed to close colleges and dic
tate terms to the administrators, while the 
majority of students sit around waiting to 
see what will happen. A small number of 
students sitting in the President's office can 
not only push the President of a University 
out, but push out the rest of the students 
too. 

Is noise and rowdiness to become the law 
of the land? That's a question worth ask
ing. Riots in Washington lead to legisla
tion. Marches to the capitol take the place 
of representative government. Arsonists and 
and looters are treated like blood brothers 
by the police. One small union can close off 
the press, pile up the garbage or turn off the 
telephones, no matter what the majority of 
people want. 

Are we abandoning our majority concept 
and replac.ing it with the rule of force? This 
is a question which we Americans must ask 
before we get the answer without even hav
ing the sense to ask the question. 

This is a vital matter since the majority 
is usually voiceless except at election time. 
Minorities can shout up a storm and do; but 
they should be seen for what they are, that 
is a small group making a lot of noise. As 
such they will have to be heard, since un
fortunately we do not have a switch for turn
ing off our ears: but it will have to be 
remembered by those in authority that a 
loud minority does not make up a majority, 
nor does it outweigh the will of the majority. 

This will take courage on the part of the 
authorities, a courage which seems sadly 
lacking in some of the recent public displays 
and riots. If the authorities lack this cour
age, they should be replaced, for the faint 
of heart do not belong as rulers in our land. 

SOLIDARITY DAY 

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 
OF VIBGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Extensions of Remarks an editorial 
entitled "Solidarity Day,'' published in 
the Washington Evening Star of June 20, 
1968. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SOLIDARITY DAY 

From time to time the cameras focused on 
the massive, brooding figure in the back
ground. And one felt that he would have 
understood it-all of it. 

Poverty? Very few among the many thou
sands massed around the Memorial have 
known poverty as Abraham Lincoln knew it. 

Housing? The only home he knew in his 
formative years was a log cabin in the 
wilderness. 

Hunger? There were many days when 
young Abe felt its pangs. 

War? It may be doubted that any man has 
known greater anguish than that which was 
Lincoln's constant companion from 1861 to 
1865. 

So Abraham Lincoln would have under
stood the demonstration-all of it. 
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He would have abided the demagogues, . resumption of the conflict at a much 
for he knew an abundance of them in his higher level so as to bring the North Viet-

. day. He would have understood and ap- namese to their knees 
plauded the statesman-like remarks from . . · 
such men as ROY Wilkins and senator I. ask una~1mous consent that the edi-
Brooke, for Lincoln als.o bore the stamp of torial be printed in the Extensions of 

. statesmanship. Remarks. 
He would have listened with compassion There being no objection, the editorial 

as Mrs. Martin Luther King, a remarkable was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
. woman, cried out for an end to the war in as follows: 

Vietnam. Abraham Lincoln paced the floor 
on many a sleepless night searching in heart 
and mind for a way to end the agony of our 

. Civil War. He would have been deeply moved 
as he listened to Mrs. Mary Gurley, of 
Atlanta, sing "My Heavenly Father Watches 
Over Me." 

He would even have understood the 
threatful, even belligerent tone of the speech 

. by the Rev. Ralph David Abernathy, and he 
would have hoped, as all must hope, that 
reflection and wiser counsel will overrule 

. the announced intent to stay indefinitely 
in Resurrection City, permit or no permit. 

Yes, this man who spoke of government of 
the people, by the people, for the people 
would have fully understood and appreciated 
the peaceful demonstration put together in 
Washington yesterday under the direction of 
Sterling Tucker. The right of the people to 
petition their government was close to the 

. heart of Abraham Lincoln, who also died of 
an assassin's bullet-although, strangely, 
there was little or no mention of the fact by 
the speakers who addressed the throng from 
the steps of his Memorial. 

THE POSSIBILITY OF REESCALA
TION IN VIETNAM 

HON. STROM THURMOND 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

. IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
June 14 edition of the Spartanburg, S.C., 
Herald contains an excellent article en
titled, "Reescalation M!:\Y Be Only Re
course for Us." The capable editor, Hu
bert Hendrix, invites our attention to the 
fact that unless there is a clear break in 
negotiations soon, there must be a re
escalation of the combat efiort in Viet
nam. He acknowledges that the United 
States has done more than could be rea
sonably expected to set the stage for 
negotiations. Bombing in North Vietnam 
has been restricted and the United States 
has been :fighting a holding action south 
of the DMZ. 

At the same time the Communists have 
launched brutal attacks against Saigon. 
The Communist radio has now threat
ened to shell Saigon for 100 consecutive 
nights with a barrage of 100 rockets each 
night, and each time the broadcast warns 
the residents of the city to fiee Saigon. 

Mr. President, this terroristic propa
ganda and savage action against civil
ians in the largest city in South Vietnam 
is serving to undermine the confidence 
of American strength and determination. 
I concur with the editor that the time 
has come to establish a de8.dline on nego
tiations and insist that fruitful talks 
begin and concrete proposal be reached 
by that deadline. If these terms are not 
met by the Communist negotiators, I also 
concur with the capable editor of the 
Spartanburg Herald 1n recommending a 

REESCALATION MAY BE ONLY RECOURSE 
FOR Us 

Reasonably soon in Vietnam, the United 
States is going to have to reestablish its own 
rules of the game and quit playing it on the 
enemy's terms. 

In short, unless there is a demonstratable 
break in negotiations, there must be a re
escalation of the combat effort. 

Specifically,-the bombing of North Vietnam 
should be reinstituted on a stepped-up scale. 

The United States has done more than 
could be reasonably expected to set the stage 
for a negotiated settlement. 

Bombing in North Vietnam has been much 
restricted. It continues only in a strip across 
the southern part of that country, as a safe
guard against increased movements of enemy 
troops and supplies. 

De-escalation, however, has been unilateral. 
The communists on their part have ranted 

and raved in Paris and have launched brutal 
attacks against Saigon. 

For almost two weeks, the South Vietnam
ese capital has been shelled indiscriminately. 

Where are those anti-war activists who 
have yelled so loudly against U.S. bombing? 
Is the killing of children in Saigon by the 
Viet Cong less to be abhorred? 

The Communist radio now has threatened 
to shell Saigon for 100 consecutive nights 
with barrages of 100 rocket each night. The 
broadcast warned residents to fiee the city. 

Such terroristic propaganda is effective in 
undermining confidence in American 
strength and determination . 

The only antidote is oounwaction. The 
U.S. should demand substantial and immedi
ate de-escalation of the :fighting by the Viet 
Cong. If that does not occur, the bombers 
should be loosed again. 

NIXON FOR PRESIDENT 

HON. JOHN G. TOWER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an editorial en
titled "Nixon Is the Man for President," 
published in the Shrevepart Times, be 
printed in the Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Shreveport (La.) Times, June 16, 

1968] 
NIXON Is THE MAN FOR PRESIDENT 

"These past few years have been a long 
night of the American spirit. It's time we let 
in the sun."-Richard Nixon. 

Richard Nixon stands out among all of 
the presidential nomination candidates of 
both the Democratic and Republican parties 
as the man who should be the next President 
of the United States. 

In his speeches and position papers on vital 
· American problems while sweeping eighit 
straight party primaries from the Atlantic 
to the Pacific-winning by 73 to 80 per cent 
or more of the total vote cast in each in-
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stance---he has presented strong, construc
tive and common sense a.pproe.ches to 
problems which now plague the nation the 
most. 

His steadily increasing popularity, result
ing from the soundness of political philoso
phies he . has been expressing, . gave him 
unpredictable New Hampshire by close to 
80 per cent of the GOP vote cast. In stolid 
.Vermont, looked on in 8.(lvance as solid 
Rockefeller country, the GOP state conven
tion kicked over the traces and gave 9 of its 
12 nominating convention delegates to him, 
with only two for Rockefeller and one 
uncommitted. 

All the way across the nation, in Oregon
considered the most Anglo-Saxon state in 
the nation-he polled 73 per cent of the 
Republican vote with both Rockefeller and 
Governor Reagan on the ballot. He gained 
an equally big victory in Middlewest farm
land Nebraska with Governor Reagan on the 
ballot . 

While neither Reagan nor Rockefeller 
campaigned personally in those states, the 
money spent for the campaign for Reagan 
in Oregon still is a topic of endless political 
conversation and Reagan money also was 
spent freely in Nebraska. Also there was 
considerable financing of the write-in can
didacy of Rockefeller in Oregon. 

Through increasing popularity, Mr. Nixon 
forced Governor Romney of Michigan out 
of the GOP nomination contest, although 
the latter was openly backed by Rockefeller. 
He .has easily kept Governor Rockefeller at 
bay since the latter made a belated entry 
into the contest. 

HOLDS GUARANTEED INCOME IS WRONG 

The fallacy of guaranteed income as a 
creator of idleness and destruction of morale 
and morals has been attacked by him in a 
manner to gain praise from those who once 
opposed him-in fact, he seems now to have 
the best press, nationally, that he ever had 
and a steady outflow of editorial commenda
tion from some magazines and other publica
tions that once opposed him. 

In his 1960 campaign he stood staunchly 
for retention of the depletion tax allowance 
on mineral deposits, including petroleum, 
al though he knew this would cost him votes 
in some states and bring him victory in none. 
As Vice President he worked behind the 
scenes for the Eisenhower tidelands oil bill 
which might have a.voided present confusion 
on that issue had it been specific as to state 
shoreline boundaries. 

The amazing part of Mr. Nixon's present 
political drive is that he has climbed to his 
present pea.ks with endless and what some 
political experts might call even dangerously 
frank political discussion without dividing 
either his Party or contributing to division 
of his country. 

Quite to the contrary, the Republican Party 
has not been as united as it is now for years, 
despite the small core of opposition to Mr. 
Nixon that exists within it. {This type of 
opposition is natural.) He thus has demon
strated qualifications which the next Presi
dent must have if the nation is to be brought 
back to unity, to law and order, to peace 
here at home. 

There is no controverting Mr. Nixon's con
tention that crime is the nation's greatest 
problem-professional crime, big crime, crime 
on a scale that dwarfs the volume and cost of 
crimes of arson, bloody violence and even 
anarchy ,in the streets of cities across the 
nation-a form of crime Mr. Nixon also is 
pledged to stop instead of disregarding or 
even encouraging it. 

Federal estimates are, Mr. Nixon empha
sizes, that professional "secret society" or
ganized crime---"the tape-worm of American 
society" he calls it -now takes 50 b.illion dol
lars a. year from the American people. 

In the pa.st seven yea.rs lt has grown nine 
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times as fast as the population. In the aame 
period major crimes have increased nation
ally by 83 per cent. 

And the President's Crime Commission 
Report says that a poll made for it showed 
that 43 per cent of all American adults are 
afraid to be on the streets at night~ 35 
per cent would not speak even in daylight to 
a stranger; 21 per cent use cars and taxis at 
night solely to avoid criminal dangers in 
mass transit. 

"These are not statistics of a Great So
ciety," says Mr. Nixon. "They are statistics 
of a lawless society." 

To change them must be the top priority 
in the next administration. Richard Nixon 
is pledged to exactly that end. 

Mr. Nixon courageously has led in em
phasizing that. welfarism does nothing to 
cure ills and is merely a dole, a payoff for 
votes. In the weeks just preceding his as
sassination, Senator Robert F. Kennedy 
turned to this same theme. It is the founda
tion of Governor Reagan's political base. 
Governor Rockefeller and Vice President 
Humphrey have been mildly echoing these 
Nixon contentions-but in too little and too 
late manner. 

Mr. Nixon proclaimed publicly that he 
would not seek to- buy Negro votes or labor 
votes with promises. He has hit hard at all 
such federal promises-the creation of ex
pectations, among the poor especially, when 
obviously· such expectations could not be 
fulfilled by money or any other way. He has 
pointed out repeatedly that unfulfilled ex
pectations lead only to frustration, emotion
al revolt, physical uprising--crime and 
destructiQIIl. 

HAS SUPPORT FROM ALL CITIZEN GROUPS 

Mr. Nixon's votes have come almost. even
ly in the primaries: from all categories of the 
electorate--upper, middle and lower income 
brackets, city dwellers, farmers, big and little 
businesS', and the millions who have fled 
from the city to the suburbs in recent years 
and now are of' such numerical volume that 
they can control any national election if 
they wish to unite to do so. Mr. Nixon has 
been especially strong in the s.uburbs--East, 
Middle West or West--and that is where the 
presidential campaign. will be decided; where 
people who pay half of the nation's taxes 
seem to be. in ever-increasing nonpartisan 
revolution against the very things Mr. Nixon 
is opposing most vigorously : big govern
ment, big taxes. big crime and big welfarism. 

No President of the United States, no Con
gress, no pollti.cal administration can lift 
this. nation ovei:night from the depths to 
which it has sunk through being over
whelmed by crlme in the midst of a bloody 
overs.ea& war that has taken 23',000 American 
dead and wounded 130,0QO other Americans; 
and. while arson, bloodshed and anarchy 
flourish. in the streets of several dozen cities 
with little attempt at prevention or punish
ment--and act.ual encouragement (if eniy 
tluough quiescence) from people in high 
public posts. 

Richard Nixon recognizes these problems. 
He has shown a keen insight into the causes. 
He has the qualifications and the courage 
to make the effort to restore normalcy, sanity 
and unity to this nation. no matter how diffi
cult it may be, in those areas where the on
rush against both morals and morale stead
ily is moving closer and closer to the point 
of irresistibility. 

It is for these and other reasons that The 
Times takes the unusual step of endorsing 
Mr. Nixon now for the presidency of the 
Unlted States even though he has not yet 
been nominated by his party. He seems cer
tain to be nominated. If he is, we will sup
port him for election to the best of our 
ability. 

Mr. Nixon will need help from everyone, 
nonpartisanly, U he 1s to face the prob-
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lems-as President--which must be solved. 
He is the man best qualified for that task. 
He has greater and wider experience than 
any other candidate. His political philoso
phies-although we differ with him on some 
of them now and may differ on others in 
'f!he future--are basically sound, construc
tively conceived, and make more common 
se:nse than those of any other candidate we 
know of. 

Since he so obviously is the best man for 
the job now on the national scene, the ques
tion naturally arises: Why not start now to 
guarantee Mr. Nixon's election and also full 
national and nonpartisan support of him if 
elected? Our answer is, "Let's Go!" 

Mr. Nixon has supported President John
son on issues of national patriotism, opposed 
him when he felt the President was abandon
ing his own previously stated principles. In 
matters of international gravity, he h~ 
loyally upheld the dignity and the majest'y 
of his own nation, and the respect due its 
Chief Executive to a far greater extent than 
some of the outstanding leaders of the Party 
in power-the Democratic Party. 

Wnen President John F. Kennedy found 
himself in the midst of the devastating Cuba 
invasion Bay of Pigs fiasco, the first three men 
he called on privately for help were former 
President Eisenhower, Mr. Nixon and General 
MacArthur. All three responded quickly as 
did Mr. Nixon when called again by Mr. Ken
nedy during the Cuban missile crisis. 

Mr. Nixon has centered his political pro
nouncements for more than a year on the 
contention that crime is the biggest problem 
and the most destructive condition in the 
nation now-above Vietnam, poverty, street 
violence, welfarism and the ghetto in na
tional importance. He was the flrst among 
top political leaders to point out the folly of 
pouring two billion dollarS' a year of federal 
taxes into city ghettos and low income areas 
in efforts to solve problems of economy or 
crime while sitting idly by as what he calls 
"the secret society" of organized crime 11· 
legally extracts an estimated $3V2 billion dol
lars a year from the people of those same 
areas in one single racket: The numbers 
game. 

GOVERNOR ROMNEY ON VIOLENCE 
IN AMERICA 

HON. HUGH SCOTT 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE, UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. SCO'IT. Mr. President, on June 
12, the able and distinguished Governor 
of Michigan, Hon. George Romney, de
livered an important speech in which he 
identified the fundamental causes of the 
'political and social turmoil which the 
United States is undergoing and pro
posed some basic remedies. I ask unani
mous consent that Governor Romney's 
timely and important remarks be printed 
in the Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
ADDRESS BY Gov. GEORGE ROMNEY TO THE 

LENAWEE COUNTY REPUBLICAN DINNER, 
ADRIAN~ MICH., JUNE 12, 1968 
There is a yearning f.or peace in Amer1ca...,..

peace at home and peace abroad. But we must 
not deceive ourselves or permit others to do 
so. As Emerson wrote, "There is no peace ex
cept through the triumph of principle." As 
Lincoln said, "Principles may and must be 
inflexible." 

June 21, 1968 
TheTe can be no peace in Vietnam by 

negotiating a settlement that is a camou
flaged surrender or just by American military 
escalation. 

This is as true today as it was before the 
Pa.ris talks began. More than ever, America 
needs a sound strategy and a positive pro
gram for peace in Vietnam. 

There can be no peace in our cities imposed 
from without. It must come from within
yes, from within the ghettos and the suburbs 
and the hearts a;nd minds of both black and 
white. 

Attitudes in both races and the extremes 
in both must change. This depends not on 
government primarily but on personal com
mitment and involvement. 

There can be no peace in our e·conomic rela
tionships unless we turn America back to the 
people, rewarding contribution rather than 
raw power. 

We must divide excessive concentrations 
of economic power, so that the greatest eco
nomic rewards will go to those who make 
the greatest contribution, not to those who 
are most highly organized~ 

And there can be no peace on our campuses 
and streets until we replace permissiveness 
and debauchery with the prin.ciples that have 
been revealed by God and proven through 
history. 

There can be no peace anywhere in Amer
ica, there can be no lasting security and 
safety in America, there can be no New 
America-except through the triumph of 
principle. 

Now, if ever in our history, is the time for 
straight talk, clear thinking, and sound 
action. 

Now, if ever, is the time to rise above 
politics as usual and dig, benea.th the surface 
of political cliches. 

Now, if ever, is the tfme to face hard facts 
and speak eternal truths about America. 

For the convulsions that ha:ve wracked our 
country in recent years and months are rising 
in a stunning crescendo ot surprise, shock, 
tragedy and violence. 

And no thinking man today can say the 
climax: has been reached. 

The tragic death a week ago tonight of 
Senator Robert Kennedy from an asssassin's 
bullet is the most recent in a series of sud
d.en, violent turns in the political and moral 
life o:f our nation. 

Americans have stood transflxed in horror 
a& leader after leader has been struck down, 
as city· after city has been ravaged, as campus 
after campu,s has been torn by violent pro
test. 

And we ask why-why,. in America, with all 
our aflluence, sophistication, power and 
skill-why, with all owr great traditions and 
noble aspiration-why,. in America, do these 
things happen? 

I believe there is an answer-a hard, un
palatable answer-an answer, I have found, 
that many Americans are loath to recognize. 
For the truth can hurt-and universal popu
larity is seldom the reward of those who speak 
it first. 

These acts of civil violence and moral de
pravity do not occur in a vacuum. They are 
l!lymptoms. 

They are the consequence of a drift away 
from principle--spfrituaI principle, moral 
principle, political principle, and economic 
principle. 

They are the price-the terrible price-that 
we are paying fo:c turning ou:c backs on the 
eternal truths and the inspired principles 
that were the foundation of this nation. 

America. has a spi'ritual :!Oundation. Its 
first premise is the supreme authority of the 
Creator as· the father of all men, who are 
brothers and ststerS' and thus equal in His 
sight~ 

Our spiritual foundation exalts the sanctity 
ot human life and individual: personality. 
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It demands that each individual be free to 
develop his potential to the full, subject only 
to the rights of others to develop their poten
tial. It requires personal responslb1lity, per
sonal effort, self-reliance, self-discipline, and 
obedience to law. It necessitates voluntary 
cooperation, divided public and private 
power, and limited government of laws, not 
men. 

These are not dogmatic principles harsh
ly and rigidly imposed. These are liberating 
principles that spring from the true nature 
of man as a spiritual being-principles that 
unlock the best the human mind and spirit 
can become. 

On the foundation of these principles, 
America has :flourished. We rose to religious, 
moral, political, economic and material great
ness-we offered opportunity to every man 
without a celling-because our foundations 
were secure. 

Our principles worked because most citi
zens undertook to live them. They were re
flected in powerful religious convictions, 
strong families, personal development, ha.rd 
work, respect for authority, community serv
ice, competition, and cooperation in serving 
others. 

Our principles put chains upon our indi
vidual impulses and our appetites-not 
chains imposed by a totalitarian state or 
authoritarian society, but chains of inter
nal discipline and self-restraint-chains that 
are capable of withstanding any stress only 
when forged by what Gladstone said was the 
greatest concept of all, "Personal accountabil
ity to Almighty God." 

Everything in life has its price. Nothing is 
free. And the price we paid for freedom was 
self-discipline. 

But today the system has been turned up
side down. Too many of us have been mes
merized by the material by-products of our 
success to the point that we have forgotten 
the principles that made them possible. 

Ours is an age which demands instant 
gratification of every impulse, every appetite, 
every whim. Too many Americans are un
willing to work and wait for what they want. 
"Something for nothing,'' "everything at 
once," and "anything goes" are the watch
words of the "fun culture" and the "now 
people". Permissiveness, self-indulgence, and 
personal irresponsibllity are the order of the 
day in a society sated with materialism 
and addicted to sensation. Among young peo
ple and adults as well there is a growing at
titude of "Me-this-now!" 

The natural consequence of this collapse 
of self-discipline and internal restraint is 
a growing idealization of violence, glorifica
tion of brutality defiance of authority, and 
spread of criminal behavior. 

If there is no right or wrong, if objective 
standards of value do not exist, if individuals 
are not accountable to God and men for their 
own actions, if living for kicks is all there is to 
life, if material and sensual gratification are 
all that matters, if America is just another 
man-made society, if God is dead-if enough 
people are encouraged to believe false doc
trines such as these, the foundations of 
stability and progress cannot stand, and 
America will take the last euphoric plunge 
into existentialism, nihilism, anarchy, and 
ultimate destruction. _ 

We are reaping the whirlwind of several 
generations of permissive child-rearing prac
tices, life-adjustment "progressive" educa
tion, declining religious conviction, loosen
ing family ties, preoccupation with material
ism, living on credit, judicial leniency, and 
an environment saturated with selfishness 
and sex. 

None of our social institutions is exempt 
from blame or free from consequences. 

Families-school-churches-businesses
unions--the press, radio and television
universities and intellectuals-government, 
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courts and politicians-all have contributed 
to the corruption of our basic American 
philosophy. 

Mistakenly, we have tried to cure our ills 
not by returning to the spiritually premised 
principles which made our progress possible, 
but by ever-larger doses of government, 
money, materialism, and mere knowledge. 

We have showered our children with ma
terial gifts in the name of "love", while deny
ing them the limits that they really want 
and need to develop character and respect 
for order anc:. authority. 

We have turned our schools into instant 
gratification factories, stripped education of 
its vital spiritual and moral content, nur
tured skepticism, unbelief and cynicism, im
parted knowledge without understanding of 
how it should be used, relaxed standards of 
discipline and excellence, and adjusted ed
ucation to the lowest common denominator 
of morality, behavior, and intelligence. 

With welfare handouts, we have encour
aged lethargy, dependency, irresponsibllity, 
promiscuity, illegitimacy, and family break
down. We have tried to hand the disad
vantaged the material benefits of our sys
tem, without requiring them to contribute 
and enabling them to share in the system 
itself. 

We have loosened external restraints on 
anti-social behavior to match the loosening 
of internal restraints. We have permitted the 
law to be violated with impunity, down
graded and harassed the police, coddled 
young criminals, extended greater sympathy 
and protection to the law-breaker than to 
his victim, and exalted the rights of the 
criminal at the expense of the rights of law
abiding citizens. 

President Johnson said that 200 million 
Americans did not murder Robert Kennedy. 
He was right. Neither did 200 million Amer
icans kill Martin Luther King, or loot and 
bum Watts, Newark and Detroit, or disrupt 
Berkeley and Columbia. 

But 200 million Americans did tolerate 
the creation of an environment produced 
by the spread of permissiveness and self-in
dulgence-the decline of religious convic
tion, moral standards and personal responsi
bility-and the preoccupation with mere 
knowledge, materialism, sex and violence. 

Two hundred million Americans, by their 
indifference or ineffectiveness, permitted the 
growth of an irresponsible, undisciplined 
moral, social, political and economic cli
mate which fosters selfishness, envy, lawless
ness, riot, and destruction. 

Yes, I am preaching. I am preaching what 
I preached before the murders of John Ken
nedy, Martin Luther King and Robert Ken
nedy-before the wave of adult and juvenile 
crime struck-before the riots-before the 
violence on our campuses. 

I am preaching nothing new. It is as old 
as the Ten Commandments and as American 
as the Declaration of Independence and Con
stitution of the United States. 

I have said it a thousand times before, 
I say it here tonight, and as long as it is 
necessary and I have life I will say it again 
and again and again: 

The greatest deficiencies in America in the 
period ahead are not going to be any lack 
of government. We're going to have plenty 
of government. It is top-heavy and too cen
tralized and unless we change our course it 
will become a tyrannical police state. 

The greatest threats to the future of our 
country are the decline in religious convic
tion, decline in moral character, decline in 
the quality of family life, decline in respon
sible citizenship based on an understanding 
of the principles of personal resonsibility on 
which this nation was built, and decllne in 
patriotism. 

These threaten us most--because these are 
the root causes of our sickness as a society. 
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We cannot treat the symptoms successfully 
without treating the causes fundamentally. 

How many more universities will be ran
sacked, how many more cities will be burned, 
how many more children will be made father
less, how many more leaders will be cut down, 
before we come to our senses as individuals 
and as a nation and return to the sources 
of our greatness? 

We must learn that obedience ls the first 
principle of personal growth, that duties are 
the price of right.e, that work ls the price 
of progress, that preparation is the price 
of opportunity, that contribution is the 
price of reward-that discipline ls the price . 
of freedom. 

We must have national leadership that 
understands our nation's fundamental prin
ciples, personifies the American virtues, and 
stimulates and fosters a return to sanity, 
self-discipline, and self-reliance in America. 

We must stop just throwing money at a 
problem and expecting it to go away. Pov
erty does not cause crime. On the contrary, 
crime is highest in the most affluent coun
tries and the most affluent times. We are 
more prosperous than ever in history and 
we have more crime than ever in history. 

Our fundamental principles, properly ap
plied, can lick both poverty and crime. We 
need leadership that has the courage and 
the sense to apply them fully and unflinch
ingly-leadership that recognizes the limits 
of government action and the power of the 
people themselves. 

And we need citizens who will support such 
leadership-not only with their votes, but 
in their daily lives-responsible Americans 
who will make it respectable again to speak 
out and act in the name of virtue, religion, 
morality and obedience to authority. 

It is not too late-not yet--not while 
responsible Americans are ready to sweat, 
sacrifice and serve to save their country. In
deed the problems that threaten our de
struction a.re to a considerable extent the 
product of our success. 

But long trends are shaped by little steps. 
Our nation's drift toward trouble and tragedy 
has been underway for many, many years. 

A boat that ls drifting downstream, above 
a waterfall, may have many opportunities, 
at almost any moment, to turn against the 
current and churn its way to safety. But 
finally the moment comes--one last, decisive 
moment--when it can wait no longer when 
further delay would sweep it over the brink 
to disaster. 

It is to such a moment that America is 
rapidly approaching. 

We can see the brink of the precipice. We 
still have a chance. We must take it--take 
it now-or it could be too late. 

Let us launch here in Michigan-this 
year, this month, this day-not just a politi
cal crusade, but a moral and spiritual cru
sade-a rebirth of the American revolution 
that will give America back to responsible 
Americans-to restore value and meaning, 
responsibility and duty, work and contribu
tion, discipline and excellence to the life of 
our nation and the lives of all its people. 

Morris Adler, the beloved Detroit rabbi, 
was struck down by an assassin's bullet as 
he conducted worship in his synagogue. His 
words should be an inspiration to us all: 

"The American dream," he said, "is pene
trated by a moral passion and religious con
science. The historic documents-the Decla
ration of Independence, the addresses of 
Washington, the Gettysburg Address or any 
of the immortal utterances of great Ameri
cans-are all motivated by more than a po
litical philosophy or an economic program. 
T.hey are rooted 1n the soil of a moral out
look .... They are alive with the quallty of 
a pure religious attitude toward life and 
man. 

"Only as we sensitize ourselves to ethical 
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and reI!gious values wm we attain the wis
dom with which we can heal and- eill"lch 
mankind. 

"We must rediscover' the true America. A 
new frontier of global service beckons. May 
the historian of the future writing or our 
day not be compelled to record that ours 
was a lofty opportunity but a mean aspira
tion; a great challenge but a feeble
response.'' 

Let 'us address ourselves once again to the 
historic American task at. home and in the
world: to bring peace, to build an ever New 
America, through the triumph of principle. 

For as surely as I stancr here, the Old 
America wm be destroyed unless we redis
cover the true America and thus · build a 
New America. 

IRRESPONSIBILITY AT RESURREC
TION CITY 

HON~ THRUSTON B. MORTON 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE SENATE OF1 THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, Ju.ne 21, 196& 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. P:resident, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an editorial entitled "To the 
Poor; Shape Up or Ship Out,'' printed ip. 
the Washington Daily News of June 21,, 
1968, regarding conditi'Ons at Resurrec
tion City. 

The edito-rial also refers to a "Guest 
Editorial" which I ask unanimous con
sent to have_ printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

To THE PooR; SHAPE UP- OR SHIP 01'1T 
The honeymoon is over. 
The glowing name "Resurrection City',. 

has become a mockery. 
The carefully nourished and generally per

vasive mood of sympathy, friendship and 
understanding that characterized Solidarity 
Day has been sundered by the irrespon
sible words and actions of some of the Poor
People and, more importantly, by the even 
more outrageous irresponsibility of some of 
their leaders. 

All of this took but a few hours. 
Reasonable citizens of whatever race, or 

creed, will blame: 
The Rev. Ralph D. Abernathy, successor 

to Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., as leader of 
!the Southern Christian Leadership Con
ference, for his grossly intemperate remarks 
at the Solidarity Day ceremonies Wednes
day, and for his wantonly cynical exhorta
tion to his followers to "escalate"-to pro
voke arrests. In this he was successful 
yesterday. 

Disorder at the Agriculture Department, 
plus objects hurled at police, provoked the 
use of tear gas and 86 arrests. 

The Rev. A. D. King, minor league brother 
of the martyred SCL.S leader, who success• 
fully acted the role of a mewliJig infant at 
Wednesday night's "eat-in" at the Statler 
Hilton. First he made a Federal case of a 
house rule requiring males to wear neckties 
in the dining room. Certainly this is a mat
ter for haberdashers and fashion authorities· 
to adjudicate. Neckties, or the lack thereof, 
have nothing to <ilo with race or creed. 

Then, the Rev. King and his numerous 
companions, having been served anyway, 
walked away without paying the check. 
There is nothing in the Constitution that 
grants anyone the right to welsh on a clln-
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ner tab. The Rev. &. D. King contributes no
acfornme-nt ro the civi!l rights movement, 
nor to the memory of his late brother. 

We have said the name' o:f Resurrection 
City has. become a- mockery. We quote Alvin 
Jackson, who, until his. eonnectlons with it 
were seve~ yesterday, says. he was the tent 
city's- chief security marsha;1. 

.. rr the leaders don't do something soon," 
he said bitterly, "tfiis is going to be known 
as blood city."- He was referring to the fact 
that there have been an estimated 100 cases 
of assault and similar Cliimes. of violence l:n 
the "city" since it was set up in mid-May~ At 
least 20 visitors have been robbedr beaten or 
knifed by residents outside the fence sur
rounding the community on the Mall. 

Where, then, iS' the responsible leaderi;ihip 
that any such enterprise as the Poor People's. 
Campaign must have? Certainly the Rev. 
Abernathy is either unwilling or unable to 
provide it. 

There remain some· eminently decent 
leaders: 

Sterling Tucker,_ a thoughtful and reason
able man who belatedly was put in charge of 
co-ordinating Solidarity Day events, and did 
itr with calm efficiency. 

The Rev. Jesse Jackson, an immensely elo
quent and effective proponent of civil rlghts
and of discipline within the ranks of the 
poor. 

"Shape up or ship out," he warned while 
he was, almost--single-handedly, bringing 
some order out of chaos at Resurrection City 
yesterday. 

All of us must hope fervently that the voice 
of the Rev:. Jackson, not those of the Revs. 
Abernathy and King, will ultimately prevail 
in the "city.'' 

Otherwise, the vast travail of the Poor 
People will add up to a minus, rather than 
a plus, in the long, weary campaign for "equal 
opportunity under God." 

Meanwhile we urge the residents of Res
urrection City, and all citizens hereabouts, 
to read our Guest Edi torlal on Page 24. The 
author: A. Lincoln. 

GUEST EDITORIAL 
(From a speech by Abraham Lincoln in 

Springfield, Ill., January 27, 1837-re
printed on the cover of the May-June, 1968 
issue of the Riggs Bank News) 
Let every American, every lover of liberty, 

every well-wisher to his posterity swear by 
the blood of the Revolution never to violate 
in the least particular the laws of the 
country, and never to tolerate their viola
tion by others. As the patriots of. seventy-six 
did to the, support of the Constitution and 
laws let every American pledge his life, his 
property, and his sacred honor-let every 
man remember that to violate the law ls to 
trample on the blood of his father, and to tear 
the . charter of his own children's liberty. 
Let reverence for the laws be breathed by 
every American mother to the lipsing babe 
that prattles on her lap; let it be taught 
in schools, in seminaries, and in colleges; 
let it be preached from the pulpit, pro
claimed in legislative . halls, and enforced in 
courts of justice, and in short, let it be
come the political religion. of the nation. 

REALTOR WEEK 

HON., JOSEPH D. TYDINGS 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the week 

of May 19-2& was designated "Realtor 
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Week." During that time, the Boa:rd of 
Realtors of Montgomery County, Md.,. 
took the opportunity of honoring one of 
its most prominent members~ Sam Eig is 
a well-known figure i:m the. real estate 
worldr and a highly regarded citizen in 
his county and in-the State of Maryland. 
It is a great pleasure, then, for me to ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the statement of. Mr. C. 
Windsor Miller,_ on behalf of the Mont
gomery County Board of Realtors, at 
the time of his presentation of Mr. Eig. 

There being nCJl objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fo!Iows: 
REMARKS- OF C. WINDSOR MILLER HONORING 

SAM EIG ON BEHALF OF THE MONTGOMERY 
CO.UNTY BOARD OF REALTORS 
Good evening ladies and gentlemen, happy 

Realtor Week. We may be a little premature,, 
but this meeting is being dedicated to Real
tor Week which starts this Sunday, May 19, 
and ends May 25. 

As part of the Realtor Week program I 
have been given the privilege on behalf of 
the MCBR of presenting a small token to a 
mighty large- realtor. Not large in a physical 
sense but in terms of his status in the com
munity he must be considered a giant. I am 
sure that no one would take issue with. the 
statement that this gentleman ls the. most 
prominent realtor member that the MCBR 
has ever had. 

The name of Sam Elg has become legend 
in Montgomery County. Anyone who has 
lived here over six months has at least heard. 
Of Sam Eig. 

He ls well known to officials of all levels of· 
Government:- Governors, senators,, repre
sentatives, councilmen, you name them, an 
have paid him homage for one reason or 
an.other. 

Presidents of. some of the world's largest 
corporations are among· his acquaintances 
and business associates. The entire business 
community of our country has, in some man
ner, felt the influence of this man. 

All of the religious faiths have benefited 
by his generosity and have expressed their 
great appreciation in various ways-many of 
the clerical hierachy call him "Sam". 

National magazines have written feature 
articles' ab.out him. His name has for many 
years consistently appeared in the various. 
local news; media. (Current Realtor maga
zine) 

Why is this man so well know to so many 
people. Because his life ls dedicated to ac
tion, accomplishment, achievement. He 
makes things hap-pen. 

Time will not" permit any reference to the' 
thousands of activities in which he has 
played a major part but they are legion. 
Every day he lives is a meaningful day. 

I must mention, however, that this board 
is constantly the beneficiary of Sam Eig's co
operation and consideration. He never hesi-· 
tates to place at our disposal the complete 
facilities of this establishment giving us 
priority over all others and at a cost con
siderably less than it would be to others. 

What can we do then to show our recog
nition of this high decree of prominence one 
of our own members has gained. How do we 
reveal our great feelings of respect for the 
tremendous contributions he has made to 
the phenomenal growth of our country. You 
need only to walk through the lobby of this 
club and see the. walls literally· covered with 
certificates, plaques, testimonials, citations, 
and awards of all descriptions. There is no 
room left in his office for any more trophies 
or gifts. How can we adequately express our 
appreciation for the spirit of total coopera-
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tion he has always extended to the MCBR. 
The answer 1s we can't. 

But, Sam, I have here a money clip which 
I am sure you don't need anymore- than L 
You don't need it becau:;e you already have 
a truck full and I don't need it because I 
have nothing to put in it. But you will 
notice that it is in the shape of a dollar sign 
with the realtor's emblem attached to it and 
there is a very obvious symbolism involved 
here reflecting the fact that the real estate 
industry and being a realtor has played a 
very significant role in your climb to the top 
of the ladder of success. To accompany this 
gift is the 4,654th certificate of appreciation 
that has been presented to you. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I had said that thls 
was to be a small token and it is, but with it 
goes a , full measure of deep heartfelt sin
cerity from us to Montgomery County's, most 
prominent realtor-Sam Eig. 

U.S. GOLD RESERVES AT LOWEST 
LEVEL SINCE MID-1930'S 

HON. JOHN G. TOWER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, recently 
the Federal Reserve System reported that 
the U.S. gold reserves dropped to the 
lowest level since the mid-1930's. I ask 
unanimous consent that the accounting 
reported by the Associated Press and 
carried by the st. Paul Pioneer Press be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. GOLD STOCK DIPS 100 MILLION; AT 32-

YEAR Low 
NEW YoRK.-The Federal Reserve Bank 

Thursday reported a $100-million drop in 
the nation's gold stock, the first change since 
the mid-March agreement among six west
ern nations; setting up a two-tier gold price 
system. 

The Federal Reserve said the gold was 
transferred to a special fund which handles 
the nation's gold sales to foreign central 
banks. 

In Washington, the Treasury Department 
reported sales to foreign governments totaled 
$156 million during April, leaving $63 mil
lion in the special fund at the end of that 
month. 

The loss was far below that in March, 
when almost $1.2 billion was sold, most of 
it to speculators. Such sales were discon
tinued in mid-March. 

Transfer of the additional amount to the 
special fund indicated that the gold drain 
continued Into May. 

The Federal Reserve does not identify na
tions that purchased gold. 

The gold stock now stands at $10.384 bil
lion, lowest since May 20, 1936, when it was 
$10.375 billio.n. 

The United States gold stock has dropped 
$1.6 billion this year in the wake of Inter
national monetary uncertainties, stemming 
primarily from Britain's devaluation of the 
pound last November. 

Following devaluation, the United States 
and its European gold allies aboltshed the 
London gold pool through which the price 
of gold had been maintained at $35 per 
ounce. 

It was through this pool that hoarders and 
speculators has siphoned gold from the 
stockpiles of' the gold allies. 
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After- the gold pool ended, the seven na

ttoruJ agreed to maintain a •35-a.n-ounce 
price in international settlements. A second 
market was set up in which the price of 
gold was allowed to fluctuate according to 
demand. 

An informed source said the $100 mill1on 
drop in the gold stock did not indicate 
a.ny deterioration in the two-tier system. 

It indicated, the source said, that the cen
tral banks were not buying gold on the free 
market but were buying from the United 
States. 

TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

HON. EDMUND S. MUSKIE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, it has 
been recognized that the goals of our 
foreign policy should include plans for 
expanding our trade with the world. At 
this time of international economic crisis 
it is especially urgent that the United 
States reexamine its trade policy and 
study the steps the Congress must take 
to assure continued expansion of Ameri
can trade. 

Dr. Merrill A. Watson and Dr. Howard 
S. Piquet, economists, have given me a 
copy of their recent study entitled, 
"Trends in International Trade of the 
United States," which was prepared for 
the National Footwear Manufacturers 
Association, Inc. In this study the au
thors examine our Nation's position in 
world trade and analyze the capacity and 
composition of American trade. The 
study also examines our trade with the 
European Economic Community, the 
impact of the Kennedy round tariff re
ductions as a stimulant to our imports, 
and the effect of foreign trade and in
vestment abroad on our balance of pay
ments. 

I call this comprehensive study to the 
attention of Senators and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the study 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE. OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

(By Dr. Howard S. Piquet and Dr. Merrill A. 
Watson) 
PREFACE 

There are few today who would disagl'ee 
with the statement that the long-run aims of 
U.S. foreign policy should include, among 
other things, plans for encouraging and de
veloping trade with the world. The position 
of the United states as a leader in the West
ern World, with an enormous stake in invest
ment and production abroad, calls for such a 
posture. There are signs, however, that 
changes in our competitive position as com
pared with that of other principal trading 
countries. may require. more realism and 
tough-mindedness in the pursuit of this idea 
in the future. 

Since 1934, when the Reciprocal Trade Act 
reversed a trade policy that had persisted. 
almost from the beginning ot the Republic. 
we have led the world in encouraging trade 
liberalization. We have not· worried too much 
about reciprocity in our trade negotiations 
but have attempted to influence others by 
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example. In fact, our tra.de policy ha& been 
so interwoven with political goals that Sen
ator Russell Long, chairman of the Senate 
Finance. Committee, has said, "since World 
War II the commercial policy oi the United 
states has been_ so merged with our foreign 
aid objectives that the tWo have become vir
tually indistinguishable." • 

Most tariffs in the United States have been 
reduced to a point where in five years at the 
end of the Kennedy Round reductions they 
will be relatively unimportant. With declin
ing tariffs,, increasing competition from in
dustries in lower wage countries abroad, and 
agricultural policies, aimed at protecting 
home markets and achieving self-sufficiency 
almost everywhere-. concern is arising about 
our ability to compete both here and abroad 
with the products of other countries. These 
developments, along with the current bal
ance-of-payments problem, are causing some 
anxiety as to the direction of our future 
trade policy. 

With the completion of the Kennedy 
Round negotiations, there would probably 
have been a review of trade policy in any 
event. Up until recently, at least, the current 
balance-of-payments "constraint" has not 
resulted from an imbalance in trade but 
primarily from military expenditures, foreign 
aid, and investment abroad. With the trade 
surplus shrinking, however. there has, been 
growing uneasiness' over our trade position. 
As a result of all these developments, there 
have been Congressional and Administration 
trade-policy hearings, and a most important 
hearing on trade policy is promised for the 
near future. 

This pamphlet does not attempt to an
swer basic questions concerning trade policy. 
It is primarily a series of statistical tables 
designed to refieet broad trends in mer
chandise trade, whether produced locally or 
from U.S. affiliates or subsidiaries abroad. 
Any worthwhile conclusions on the direction 
of future trade policy would require exten
sive investigation of many factors which 
affe.et the flow of international commerce. 
Among these would be the levels of eco
nomic development in the chief trading 
countries; the political, social and economic 
policies of their governments; detailed wage 
and price information including data on em
ployee fringe benefits and productivity; trade 
barriers of all types; and finally. some con
sideration of the elasticity of demand for the 
major products entering into trade. The 
statistics do suggest that the time is fast 
approaching for such a thorough-going in
vestigation to provide more information on 
whether or not, we are losing our competitive 
"edge." 

An estimate of the effect of the Kennedy 
Round reductions in tariffs, and a discussion 
of the methods of measuring our foreign 
trade, have been included because they are 
part of the current dialogue. For the same 
reason, a final section on the balance of pay
ments has been included. 

The statistics are from omcial sources, as 
indicated, and (with the exception of Tables 
12, 21 and 22) have been supplied by Dr. 
Piquet, consulting economist, who also pre
pared the text on the Kennedy Round and 
the Balance of Payments. He is not responsi
ble for the remainder of the text or for any 
other interpretations or conclusions, ex
pressed or impliecl. The tables may be brought 
up to date by the user of this pamphlet as 
later data becomes available. It is hoped that 
this compilation will be useful in broadening 
the understanding of the position of the 
United States in world trade. 

MERRILL A. WATSON. 

THE UNITED STATES IN WORLD TRADE 

There has been a great expansion in the 
trade of the free world in the last two dee-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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acles. World trade, excluding the iron-curtain 
countries, was something over $106 billion in 
1959 and, as Tables 1 and 2 show, was ap
proximately $200 billion in 1967.1 Since World 
War II particularly, the United States has 
t aken the leadership in encouraging a policy 
of trade liberalization and cooperation 
among Western nations to solve interna
tional economic problems and raise stand
ards of llvlng.2 Marshall Plan aid, which made 
possible a rapid rebuilding of industry in 
Western European countries and Japan, as 
well as the swift growth of U.S. investments 
abroad, were responsible to no small way for 
the growth of world trade. The role of the 
United States in the post-war development 
of world markets is reported to be well 
recognized abroad.a 

. The United states is the world's largest 
exporting and importing country. With only 
6 per cent of the world's population and 
about 7 per cen.t of its land area, as Tables 
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l ·and 2 indicate, it accounts for 16.6 per cent 
of the world's exports and 14.4 per cent of 
the world's imports. 

The gain for world trade from 1960 to 1967 
was considerably greater than the gain for 
the United States for the same period. The 
most significant gain in exports was shown 
by Japan, followed by Canada and indus
trial Europe. The Japanese percentage in
crease over the period was over twice that 
for the world as a whole and almost three 
times that of the United States. The gain of 
86.2 per cent for industrial Europe was sub
stantially greater than that for the United 
States and twice that for the United King
dom which was the smallest on record-even 
less, in fact, than for the less-developed 
countries. The increase for Canada for the 
period was slightly greater than that for 
industrial Europe. Exports from the less
developed countries increased only 45 per 
cent from 1960 to 1967, compared with an 
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lnorease of approximately 75 per cent in the 
exports of the industrial countries. 

Another significant figure in Table 1 is the 
proportion of world exports accounted for by 
the United States. The U.S. share declined 
from 18.2 per cent in 1960 to 16.6 per cent in 
1967, while industrial Europe's share rose 
from 33.2 per cent to 36.9 per cent during 
the same period. While the United Kingdom's 
share declined from 9.3 per cent in 1960 to 
7.6 per cent in 1967, the Japanese share ex
panded from 3.6 per cent to 5.5 per cent for 
the same period. The share of world exports 
of the industrialized countries as a whole in
creased from 69.5 per cent in 1960 to 72.6 
per cent in 1967, while the share accounted 
for by the less-developed countries declined 
from 23.7 per cent to 20.5 per cent. 

Tables 1 and 2 indicate that the modern 
industrial complexes of Europe and Japan 
are finding it possible to capture an increas
ing share of world trade. 

TABLE 1.- WORLD EXPORTS, t 196o-67 

(Values in billions) 

TABLE 2.-WORLD IMPORTS,t 1960-67 

(Values in billions) 

1960 1962 1964 

World totaL ____ _____ _____ $113. 4 $124. 7 $152. 6 

Industrial countries _________ 78. 8 87. 5 107. 9 

United States ___ _______ 20.6 21.7 26. 7 
Industrial Europe2 ___ ___ 37. 7 43.3 53. 8 
United Kingdom ________ 10. 6 11. 4 12. 8 
Canada _____ -- ---- -- __ _ 5. 8 6.2 8.1 
Japan _____ __ _ -- -- -- --- 4.1 4.9 6. 7 

less-developed countries __ __ 26. 9 28. 6 34. 0 

All other. __ - -- -- -- ---- ---_ 7. 7 8.6 10. 7 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

1960 1962 

World totaL _ ----------------- ------ 100. 0 100. 0 

Industrial countries ________ ___________ 69. 5 70. 2 

United States._------ -- ---------- 18. 2 17. 4 
Industrial Europe __ ____ _______ ____ 33. 2 34. 7 
United Kingdom __ ________ _______ _ 9. 3 9. 1 Canada ___________ ___ ____________ 5. 1 5. 0 Japan _____________ _______ ___ ____ 3. 6 3. 9 

Less-developed countries __ _________ __ _ 23. 7 22. 9 
All other. _______ ___ __ ____ __ ______ ___ 6. 8 6. 9 

1 F .o.b. (free-on-board). 
2Excluding the United Kingdom. 

1966 

$181. 4 

130. 8 

30. 4 
65.9 
14. 7 
10. 0 
9.8 

38.4 

12. 2 

1964 

100. 0 

70. 7 

17. 5 
35. 3 
8.4 
5. 3 
4. 4 

22. 3 

7. 0 

1967 

$190. 0 

137. 8 

31.6 
70. 2 
14. 4 
11. 0 
10.4 
39. 0 

13. 2 

1966 

100. 0 

72. 1 

16. 8 
36. 3 
8. 1 
5. 5 
5. 4 

21. 2 

6. 7 

Percent 
change 
196Q.-67 

+ 67.5 

+74.9 

+ 53.4 
+ 86. 2 
+ 35.8 
+ 89. 7 

+ 153. 7 
+45.0 

+ 71. 4 

1967 

100. 0 

72. 6 

16. 6 
36. 9 

7. 6 
5. 8 
5. 5 

20. 5 

6. 9 

1960 1962 1964 

World total_ __ -- -- -- ------ - $119. 4 $132. 4 $160. 8 

I ndustria . countries _____ ____ 79. 5 90.1 110. 6 

United States ____ ___ __ _ 16; 4 17. 8 20. 3 
Industrial Europe 2 _____ _ 39. 4 47. 3 58. 9 
United Kingdom __ ______ 13. 0 13. 0 15. 9 Canada ____ _____ _____ __ 6. 2 6. 4 7. 6 Japan __ ___ _____ ___ ____ 4. 5 5. 6 7. 9 

Less-developed countries __ __ 29. 6 31.1 35. 2 
All other ___ ______ ______ ___ 10. 3 11. 2 15. 0 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

1960 1962 

World total_ ___ : ___ ___ ---------- ____ _ 100. 0 100.0 

Industrial countries __ __ _________ _ ----- 66.6 68. 0 

United States ___ __ ----- ---------- 13. 7 13. 4 Industrial Europe ___ ___ _______ ____ 33.0 35. 7 United Kingdom __ ____ ___ ______ ___ 10. 9 9.8 Canada __ ____ _____ ___ ________ ___ _ 5.2 4.8 Japan ___ _____________ _____ _____ _ 3. 8 4.2 
Less-developed countries ___ -- --- - -- ___ 24. 8 23. 5 

All other ___ __ _____ _____ __ ------ __ ___ 8.6 8.5 

1 C.i.f. (cost-insurance-freight). 
2 Excluding the United Kingdom. 

1966 

$192. 5 

134. 0 

27. 7 
69.9 
16. 7 
10. 2 
9. 5 

40.2 

18. 3 

1964 

100. 0 

68.8 

12. 6 
36.6 
9. 9 
4. 7 
4.9 

21.9 

9.3 

1967 

$201. 6 

141. 5 

29.1 
72. 0 
17. 8 
11. 0 
11. 7 
41. 3 

18. 8 

1966 

100. 0 

69.6 

14. 4 
36. 3 
8. 7 
5. 3 
4. 9 

20. 9 . 

9. 5 

Percent 
change 
196o-67 

+ 68. 8 

+78.0 

+77.4 
+82.7 
+36.9 
+ 77.4 

+160. 0 
+ 39.5 

+82.5 

1967 

100.0 

70. 2 

14. 4 
35. 7 
8. 8 
5. 5 
5. 8 

20. 5 

9.3 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, April 1968. Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, April 1968. 
Note: Columns may not add up to totals due to rounding. 

FOREIGN TRADE AND THE GROSS NATIONAL 
PRODUCT 

Discussion of the foreign trade of the 
United States often takes the form of rather 
broad generalization coupled with some hy
perbole. Secretary of State Rusk has said: 
"For thirty-three years it has been the policy 
of the United States to lower, on the basis 
of reciprocity, barriers to international trade. 
This policy has served our nation well. It 
has contributed, I believe, especially since 
the Second World War, to the remarkable 
rise in our national prosperity and in the 
standard of living of our people."' 

Actually, the foreign trade of the United 
States is small, relative to our gross national 
product. The percentage of U.S. exports to 
total GNP has ranged from 3.2 per cent in 
1934 to 3.9 per cent in 1967. During this 
period it reached a high of 6.8 per cent in 
1947 as American industry aided in rebuild
ing the economies of war~torn countries. 
Since 1960, it has shown considerable sta-

Footnotes at end of article. 

Note: Columns may not add up to totals due to rounding. 

bility, ranging between 3.7 per cent and 4.1 
per cent. 

Trade is much more important to some of 
our trading partners. S6me approximate re
lationships of trade to GNP are as follows: 
United Kingdom, 14 per cent; West Ger
many, 16 per cent; Italy, 13 per cent; France, 
11 per cent; and Japan, 10 per cent. 

In the light of these data, it ls not sur
prising that Oscar Gass, noted economist, 
has said: "Yet such is the ascendancy of 
British economics over the American mind, 
that much of what Americans write about 
international trade reads as if it were counsel 
addressed to a British Chancellor of the Ex
chequer." " 

Moreover, Table 3, which shows growth of 
GNP and trade from 1934 through 1967, 
indicates that while GNP increased from $65 
billion to 1934 to $785 billion in 1967 (or an 
increase o! $720 billion), gross exports grew 
by some $28 b1llion. In the last ten years ex
port.a have expanded on the average by $1.14 
billion a year compared with an average ex
pansion o! $34.4 billion in GNP. While export 

growth may have been extremely significant 
to certain segments of industry and agricul
ture, it cannot be said to have had a marked 
effect on the standard of living in the United 
States. 

There is a slight upward trend in the re
lationship of imports to GNP, particularly 
from 1961 through 1967. At 3.4 per cent of 
GNP, imports were the highest in 1967 of 
any of the years on record. 

While exports provide the largest foreign 
exchange earnings, it is clear they do not 
occupy as important a place in the U.S. econ
omy as they do, for example, in' the United 
Kingdom. This would not be recognized from 
much of the current discussion on the sub
ject. It has been estimated that an increase 
of 1 per cent in the annual growth rate of 
the United States would add possibly $50 
billion to the gross national product. It would 
seem that some of the extensive discussion 
on exports, which have increased on the 
average by something over $1 billion a year, 
could well be devoted to the necessity for 
proper ti.seal and monetary policy to encour
age the growth of the domestic economy. 
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TABLE. 3.--GR.OSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, MERCHANDISE EXPORTS AND IMPORTS, UNITED STATES, 1934-Q 

[Values in billions} 

Year 

1934 ____________________ _ 

1939 .•••••••• --------·--- -1946 __________________ _ 

1947 ----------------------
1948 •••••••••••••••••••••• 1949 ___________________ _ 
1950 ___________________ _ 

1951 .••••••.••• ----------
1952 ••••••••••• ---- •••• --· 
1953 •••• - -••• -.. -••••••••• 1954 _____________________ _ 

1955. ---- - -•••.. - -- ----- •• 

GNP 

$65.0' 
91. l 

2l(l.7 
234.3 
259.4 
258.1 
284.6 
329.0 
347.ll 
365. 4 
363.1 
397.3 

Exports·• 

$2.1 
3. 2 

11.7 
16.0 
13.2 
12.1 
10.0 
14. 0 
13. 2 
12. 3 
12.!> 
14. 3 

$1.7 
2.3 
5.1 
6.0 
7.6 
6.6 
8.9 

11.0 
10. 8 
10. 9 
10. 3 
U.5 

Exports and imPom as. a 
percenfage of GNP 

Ex'pom 1 m ports 
(percent) (percent) 

3.2 2.6 
3..5 2. 5 
5.6 2.4 
6.8 2. 6 
5. l 2~ 9 
4. 7 2.6 
3.5 3.1 
4.3 3. 3 
3.8 3 .. 1 
3.4 3. 0 
3.6 2. 8 
3.6 2.9 

Year 

1956 .• --- - --- -- -- ---- -- ••• 
1957 --- -- -- -- •• -- ---- -----
1958 ___ - -----. - ---- - ------
1959 _____ ---- -- ---------- -
1960 ____ -- - - -- -- •• - - - -- - -• 
1961. - - -- - - - - - ----- - - -- ---
1962 ___ ---------- ---- -- - - -
1963_ -- - - - - - - - -- --- - --- - - -
1964 _______ -- ---------- ---
1965 ___ ---- ---- ---- -------
1966 ______ - -- ---------- -- -
1967 .• --- -----------------

GNP Exporfs 1 lmpo.V2 

$419. 2 $17. 3 $12.8 
44-t 1 19.5 13.3 
447.3 16.4 13.3 
483. 7 16. 4 15. 6 
503. 7 19.6 15. o 
520. l 20.2 14. 7 
560.3 21. o 16. 4 
5.90. 5 22. 4 17. l 
632.4 25. 7 18. 7 
683. 9 26. 7 21. 4 
743.3 29. 4 25.5 
785. 0 30. 9 26.8 

Exports and imports as a 
percentage of GN.P 

Exports rmi>orts 
(percent) (percent) 

4.1 3.1 
4.4 3. 0 
3.7 3. 0 
3.4 3.2 
3.9 3. o 
3.9 2.8 
3.7 2.9 
3. 8 2. 9 
4. l 3. o 
3. 9 3.1 
4. a 3. 4 
3.9' 3.4 

i Domestic :ind foreign merchandise, excluding military. 
'.:General imports. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, "overseas busirress reports, 1967", and official national 
income statistics as reported in "Economic LndicatoJs ... 

Table 4 and Chart I (not printed in the 
RECORD), showing percentage increases, re
veal that comparisons of rates of growth can 
be deceiving. It is possible to reach different 
conclusions, depending upon the periods 

that are chosen for observation. Thus, be
tween 1946 and 1967, imports increased more 
rapidly than exports ( 425 per cent compared 
with 164 per cent}. During the same interval 
the country's gross national product in-

creased 273 per cent, or at a rate between that 
of imports and exports. 

Since 1958, both exports and imports: have 
increased more rapidly than the gross na
tional product (88 per cent, 102 per cent. and 
76 per cent, respectively). 

TABLE 4.-RELATIVE INCREASES, GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, EXPORTS AND IMPORTS, U.S.~ lNDEX NUMBERS, 1946-£6 ANE> 1958-67 . 

Yeat 

1946 _________ _ 
1947 _________ _ 
1948 _________ _ 
1949 _________ _ 
1950 _________ _ 
1951__ _______ _ 
1952 _________ _ 
1953_ _______ _ 
1954 _________ _ 
1955 _________ _ 
1956 _________ _ 

GNP 

100.0 
lll.2 
123.1 
122.5 
135.1 
156.1 
164. 7 
173. 4 
172.3 
188. 7 
199. 0 

1946=100. 0 1958=100. D 
GNP 

Exports Imports Exports Imports 

100.0 
136. 8 
112. 8 
103. 4 

86. 3 
120. Si 
113.7 
105.1 
109.4 
122. 2 
148.7 

100. 0 ___________________ ____________ : __ _ 

117. 6 ------------------------------------149. 0 ________________________ : __________ _ 
135. 3 ________________ .! _______ ________ _ 

178. 4 ------------------------------------
219. 6 ------------------------------------
211. 8 ------------------------------------
215. 7 ------------------------------------
203. g ------------ ------------------------
225. 5 ------------------------------------
251. 0 ------------------------------------

Year 

1957 ----------1958 _________ _ 
1959 _________ _ 
196(} _________ _ 
1961_ _______ _ 
1962 _________ _ 
1963 _________ _ 
1964 _________ _ 
1965__ ______ _ 
1966__ _______ _ 

1967 ----------

GNP 

209.3 
212.3 
229. 6 
239. l 
246. 8 
265.9 
280~ 3 
300.1 
324.6 
352. 8 
372.6 

1!146=100. 0 I958=100. o 
GNP' 

Exports Imports Exports lmports 

165. 8 
139. 3 
139. 3 
166. 7 
170.9 
17&.l 
188. 9 
216. 2 
223. 9 
249.6, 
264. l 

260. 8 ------------------------------------
254. 9 100. a ioo. o 100. o 
300.0 108.1 100. 0 117. 7 
288. 2 1I2. 6 119. 6 113. l 
284. 3 116. 3 122. 1 m. 5 
317. 6 125.. 3 126. 4- 124. 6 
333. 3 132. ll 135. 6 130. It 
364. 7 141.4 155. 2 143.1 
421. 6 152. 9 160. 7 165. 4 
500. 0 166. 2 179. I 196. 2 
525. 5 175. 5 188.. 4 Wl. 5 

1 Derived from table 3. On a 1939 basis the index numbers for 1966 are 815.9, 912.5, and 1,108.7 for gross national product, exports, and imports, respectively. 

Trends in. dutiable versus nondutiable 
imparts 

An examination of Table 5 wm show that 
the percentage of total imports entering free 
of duty ha.a fallen from 61 per cent in 1934 
to 38 per cent in 1967. The dollar volume of 
duty-free imports increased about ten times. 

The percentage of dutiable imports has in
creased from 39 per cent in 1934 to 62 per 
cent in 1967. The dollar volume of dutiable 
imports during this period increased approxi
mately twenty-five times. 

In dollar volume, dutiable imports ex
ceeded duty-free imports for the first time 
in 1956 and have increased over two and a 
half times since that year. 

In 1934 our duty-free imports were about 
one and a half times our dutiable imports. 
Over the years the situation has been re
versed, and in 1967 dutiable imports were 
about one and a half times our duty-free 
imports. 

Duties as; a. percentage of total imports 
have declined !rom 18.4 per cent in 1934 to 
7.5 p~· cent in 1967. When the percentage of 
duties 1& applied to dutiable imports alone, 
the decline bas been from 46.7 per cent in 
1934 to 12.2 per cent in 196'1. 

So many variable& are involved-the 
growing industrial maturity of countries, 
changing demand, elasticity of demand for 
products, fiscal policies and price levels·, as 
well as complicated causal relationships-
that it ls impossible to reach meaningful 
conclusions as. to the 1n1luence of duty cuts 
on imports of dutiable products over this 
extended period.• 

Footnote at end of article.. 

TABLE 5.-U.S. IMPORTS, DUTIABLE AND DUTY FREE, AND DUTIES COLLECTED, 1934-67 

(Dollar amounts in millions! 

Imports 1 Percentage distribution Calculated duties 

Total Dutiable Duty free 
As percent- As percent· 

Dutiable Free Total age. of totaJ age of 
imports dutiable 

imports 

1934 _______ --- -- ---- $1,63& $645 $991 39 61 $301 18. 4 46. 7 1939 _______________ 
2, 276 879 1, 397 39 61 328 14. 4 37. 3 

1946 ____ - - - ------ --- 4, 825 1, 890 2,935 39 61 478 " 9. 9 25. 3 
1947 _______ ---- ---- - 5,667 2, 212 3,455 39 61 42& 7.6 19. 3 
1948 ______ --------- 7,093 2.918 4, 175 41 59 405 5. 7 13'. 9 
1949 ______ ---- -- --- 6, 591 2, 708 3, 883' 41 59 365 5. 5 13. 5 
1950 _____ -- - - -- -- --- 8, 743 3,976 4,767 45 55 522 6. (} 13.1 
1951_ ______ --------- 10, 817 4,824 5,993'. 45 55 591 5. 5 12. 3 
1952 _________ ------- 10, 748 4, 491 6,257 42 58 570 5. l 12. 7 1951_ ___________ 10.779 4,859 5, 92() 45 55 584 5.4 12. 0 
1954 _____ -- -- ------- 10, 240 4,572 5,668 45 55 529 5.2 11.6 
1955 _____ ------ ----- 11, 337 5,300 6,037 47 53 633 5.6 11. 9 
1956 ____ --- - - ----- -- 12, 516 6,281 6, 235 50 50. 71(} 5. 7 11. 3 195'7 ________________ 12, 950 6,914 6,036 53 47 746 5.8 10. 8 
1958_ --- ------------ 12, 740 7,398 5, 342 58 42 821 6.4 11.l 
1959 ___ ------- -- --- l}.~~ 9, 170 5, 824 61 39 1,052 7'.0 11. 5 
1960_ --------------- 8,872 6,142 59 41 1, 078 7.2 12. 2 
1961 ____ - - -- -- -- -- -- 14, 658 8, 735 5, 923' 60 40 1,05.7 7.2 12.1 
1962' _________ • - --·-- 16,2'42 IO, 026 6,216 62 38 1,220 7. 5 12. 2 
1963 ________ -- -- --- 17, 001 10, 743 6,258 63 37 1, 240 7.3 11. 5 
1964 ______ --------- 18,600 11,579 7, 021 62 38 1,339 7.2 11. 6 
1965 ____ -- -- -------- 21,283 13,849 7,434 65 35 l,641 7. 7 11. 9 
1966 _____ ------ --- -- 25,367 16, 023 9,344 63 31 1, 921 7.6 12. 0 1961 ______________ 26. 732 16, 529 10,203 62 38 2,016 7.S 12.2 

•rmporfs for consumption. 
Source: l:listoFical Statistics of the United States and Statistical Abstract ot the United States, U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Figures for 1967 direct from the Department 
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MEASUREMENT OP FOREIGN TRADE 

With growing interest in the U.S. trade 
position as a result of the balance-of-pay
ments problem and an increasing number of 
appeals from industry and agriculture for 
r~lief from foreign competition, more atten
tion has been given the measurement and 
reporting of trade figures. The discussion has 
revolved around the measurement of imports 
on an f.o.b. vs. c.1.f. basis and the publica
tion of data on gross exports without supple
mentary figures on the part that is govern
ment financed.7 

First, considering the f.o.b. (free on board) 
vs. c.i.f. (cost, insurance and freight) argu
ment, if all trading nations followed the 
same practice in measuring imports, as they 
do essentially in measuring exports, there 
would be no debate. Practically all countries 
in the world value exports f.o.b. or its ap
proximation. In most cases, this is f.o.b. point 
of exportation. In the United States it is 
f.a.s. (free alongside ship); in Canada, the 
point where exports were consigned for ship
ment or some interior point where they were 
consigned for shipment. 

The argument over whether imports 
should be measured on an f.o.b. or c.i.f. 
arises because practice in trading countries 
is not uniform. With the exception of the 
United States, Canada, the Union of South 
Africa, and a few small countries-all of 
which use f.o.b.-imports are measured on 
a c.i.f. basis. In developing statistics on world 
trade the International Monetary Fund con
verts the import data of f.o.b. countries to 
a c.i.f. basis. 

One of the reasons-but not the only one
why nations do this is that when duties are 
added to import values on a c.i.f. basis and 
when certain levies or border taxes are added 
to that it produces more revenue. 

Economists generally agree that for logic 
and consistency both imports and exports of 
a country should be valued either f.o.b. or 
c.i.f. J. R. Meade, British economist, points 
out: "But if it is decided to maintain an 
international consistency between all the 
constituent elements in all countries' bal
ances of payments (in the sense that the 
total of all importing countries' visible im
ports should equal the total of all exporting 
countries' visible exports and the total of 
world invisible imports should equal the total 
of world invisible exports) .... Either all 
imports and all exports should be valued 
c.i.f. or all imports and all exports should 
be valued f.o.b." He concludes, however: 
.. Since in practice exports are recorded f.o.b. 
by all countries and imports are also recorded 
f.o.b. by a large number of countries, it will 
accord more closely with reality if, in order 
to achieve international consistency in the 
argument, we treat all visible exports and 
imports as f.o.b." s 

In these comments Meade does not seem 
to be aware of the fact that, as J. P. Young 
in "The. International Economy" indicates, 
most countries consider c.i.f. to be the proper 
basis for valuing imports.9 Young in this text 
does not comment on the propriety of either 
method. 

Ely and Petruzelli point out that it de
pends on how the statistics are to be used. 
If the purpose is to compare the statistics of 
trading countries, then it would be better 
to use f.o.b. for both exports and imports. 
This would permit the cost, insurance and 
freight to be taken care of separately in the 
balance-of-payments account. 

On the other hand, they indicate that a 
c.i.f. valuation would be more useful in com
paring imports with domestic trade and that 
it might be useful to have the data avail
able on both bases.1° 

Those who agree wit!:!. the economasts and 
wl th our current policy of recording im
ports f.o.b. argue that to treat imports on 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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a c.1.f. basis and exports f.o.b. (f.a.s.) is to 
mix trade and services. The value of im
ports themselves at port of entry is one 
thing. The costs of transportation, insurance 
and labor to get them to the port is another 
and quite different thing. To add goods and 
services together is like adding together ap
ples and oranges. 

However, those who take issue with the 
official U.S. policy of measuring imports and 
argue for c.i.f. imports have the support of 
the great majority of trading countries. This 
group, more interested in trade measurement 
than in international finance, believes that 
for trade purposes these countries measure 
the value of imports accurately by comput
ing the costs of making the goods available 
in the importing country and providing more 
accurate comparisons with domestic mer
chandise. 

From a theoretical standpoint, if ships 
were to meet in the middle of the ocean and 
exchange goods, assuming equal shipping 
costs, then accurate trade comparisons with 
various countries would be possible. Each 
trade figure would contain an equal c.i.f. 
addition. In practice, when County "A" ex
ports f.o.b. and the United States imports 
f.o.b., there is no problem of comparison. 
The value of goods leaving their shores should 
should approximate the value of goods reach
ing the United States. When the United 
States exports f.o.b. and Country "A" im
ports c.i.f., there is a problem of compara
bility. For example, in 1964 the United States 
reported exports, f.o.b., of $1.9 billion to 
Japan; Japan recorded as U.S. imports, c.i.f., 
of $2.3 billion. For the same year the United 
States reported exports, f.o.b., $1.4 billion 
to Britain; Britain recorded these as U.S. im
ports, c.1.f., of $1.7 billion. These calcula
tions assume that errors from the shipment 
at sea are washed out for each country.11 

Because most countries use c.i.f. for im
ports, the International Monetary Fund ad
justs import data for the United States, Can
ada, and a few others to this basis. It 1s 
hardly likely that in spite of the economists' 
views these countries will change their basis 
of tabulating imports. They will continue to 
compare exports f.o.b. with imports on a 
c.i.f. basis. Perhaps they are not particular
ly concerned with consistency here and be
lieve the gains from added duties are more 
important. At the same time, it is not likely 
the United States will go to a c.1.f. basis in 
measuring imports. 

It was pointed out earlier in this section 
that the c.i.f. measurement of imports 
would be useful in comparing imports with 
domestic trade. Table 6 also calculates the 
amount of duties collected on the official 
f.o.b. basis and adds these to hypothetical im
ports on a c.1.f. basis. On this basis, which is 
similar to that used by most countries, total 
imports in 1967 would have been valued at 
$31 billion as compared with the official $26.8 
billion. Actually, for a proper comparison 
with wholesale value of domestic output, 
brokerage and miscellaneous charges should 
be included which could mean an additional 
$1 billion to $2 billion; over the $31 bUlion 
total. In other words, the value of imports 
for comparison with wholesale domestic pro
duction should include not only cost, freight 
and insurance but duties, brokerage and mis
cellaneous charges, as well as all costs to land 
imparts ready for domestic sale. 

The comparison of U.S. imports on a c.1.f. 
basis with f.o.b. exports to show a smaller 
trade surplus than officially reported has 
been made, in practically all cases, by those 
who believe trade liberalization policies have 
gone too far. It is worth noting that the 
Committee for a National Trade Policy, a lib-

. eral trade group, has expressed no objection 
to calculation of imports on a c.1.f. basis 1f 
it does not impose a burden on those engaged 
in international trade.12 Presumably they 
would object if it were used to calculate the 
official trade surplus. 
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However, as a result of interest in this sub

ject, on February 9, 1966, Senator Russell 
Long, chairman of the Senate Finance Com
mittee, requested the chairman of the Unit
ed States Tariff Commission to carry out a 
Senate resolution calling for an investigation 
of the methods of val'uing imports used by 
the United States and by the principal trad
ing partners of the United States. The Bu
reau of the Census, in cooperation with the 
United States Tariff Commission and the Bu
reau of Customs, examined a representative 
sample of U.S. import shipments and found 
that the value of V.S. general imports on a 
c.i.f. basis was about 8.3 per cent higher than 
the f.o.b. value reported in the U.S. import 
statistics. 1s 

If we were to follow the practice of the 
nations recording imports on a c.1.f. basis, 
Table 6 will illustrate the extent to which 
the official import figures increase by the use 
of this adjustment factor. It will be noted 
that on a c.1.f. basis the value of imports 
is increased by $2.226 billion in 1967. 

TABLE 6.-U.S. GENERAL IMPORTS, 1960-67 

[in millions[ 

Total 
Total imports 

Year 
imports (f.o.b.) 
(f.o.b.) plus Percent 

as c.i.f. duty 
reported value 

(8.3 
percent) 

1960 _____ -- ---- --- 15, 019 16, 266 7.2 
1961. - -- - -- -- -- --- 14, 716 15,937 7.2 
1962 _________ ----- 16, 392 17, 753 7. 5 
1963. ------------- 17, 140 18, 563 7.3 
1964 __ --- ---- ----- 18, 684 20, 234 7.2 
1965. - - -- ---- ----- 21,366 23, 139 7. 7 
1966 _______ _____ -- 25, 542 27,662 7.6 1967 ______________ 26, 816 29,042 7. 5 

Total 
imports 
(f.o.b.) 

plus 
c-i-f-
value 
plus 

duties 

17. 437 
17. 084 
19, 084 
19, 918 
21, 691 
24, 921 
29, 764 
31,220 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, "Highlights of U.S. 
Export and Import Trade" (FT 990) for September 1967, 
p. IV, and December 1967, p. IV. 

As interest in our foreign trade has grown, 
the question of proper measurement of ex
ports has arisen along with the discussion 
of import valuation. In his memorandum 
calling for a review of trade policy, Senator 
Everett Dirksen also pointed out the effects 
of including government-financed merchan
dise in the official trade figures on exports. 
The exports on government account take the 
form primarily of U.S. merchandise under 
A.I.D. loans and grants and agricultural ex
ports under Public Law 480. Sena.tor Russell 
Long has also commented on this point. Re
cently a bulletin of the Bankers Trust Com
pany called attention to the difference 
between the official trade surplus, which 
includes government-financed exporU:;, and 
the trade surplus on purely commercial 
transactions.14 

Table 7 shows the excess of commercial 
exports over imports, on the official f.o.b. 
basis, from 1960 to 1967. It will be noted that 
while the excess of total exports over total 
imports declined from $7.0 billion in 1964 
to $4.1 billion in 1967, the commercial "sur
plus" declined from $4.2 billion in 1964 to 
$893 million in 1967. It also reveals that in 
1967 for the first time exports of nonagri
cultural products on government account 
were substantially larger than government
financed agricultural exports. 

The export-import figures used in Table 7 
are balance-of-payments figures and the 
trade balance compares with that in Table 30 
on_ balance of payments. In some cases the 
trade balance is calculated from the mer
chandise adjusted data as shown in the 
June 1968 Survey of Current .Business, and 
government-financed shipments are de
ducted. The "commercial" surplus would be 
slightly different and as follows: 1960-2.9 
billion; 1961-3.2 billion; 1962-2.1 billion; 
1963-2.4 billion; 1964---3.9 billion; 1965-2.0 
billlon; 1966-.7 billion; 1967-255 million. 
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TABLE 7.-U.S. MERCHANDISE EXPORTS (COMMERCIAL AND ON GOVERNMENT ACCOUNT) AND U.S. MERCHANDISE 

IMPORTS, 196D-67 

[In millions) 

Exports on Government accounta Excess 
Total Total Excess ex- "Com- "Com 

Cal~ndar year exports 1 imports2 ports over . Agri- mercial" mercial" 
imports cultural Other exports' exports.over 

imports 

1960 _____ ---- - - -- --- $19, 634 $15, 019 $4, 615 $1, 898 $1, 472 $426 $17, 736 $2, 717 
1961 ____ - -- -- -- - - - - - 20, 190 14, 716 5, 474 2,209 1, 600 609 17, 981 3, 265 
1962 ____ - - --- - - - - - - - 20, 973 16, 392 4, 581 2,333 1, 553 780 18, 640 2,248 
1963 ____ - -- -- -- - - - - - 22, 427 17, 140 5,287 2, 721 1,608 1, 113 19, 706 2, 566 1964 ______________ -- 25, 690 18, 684 7,006 2, 801 1, 758 1, 043 22, 889 4, 205 
1965 _____ - - ---- ---- - 26, 700 21, 366 5, 334 2, 758 1, 536 1, 222 23, 942 2, 576 
1966 ___________ ----- 29, 380 25, 542 3, 838 3, 012 1, 564 1, 448 26, 368 826 1967 s ______________ 30, 942 26,816 4, 126 3,233 1, 537 1,696 27, 709 893 

1 Domestic and foreign merchandise, excluding military grant aid. 
2 General imports. 
a U.S. Government expenditures on U.S. merchandise under AID loans and grants and under Public Law 480. 
'Total exports less exports on Government account 
s Preliminary. 

Source: "Overseas Business Reports," Department of Commerce, 1967; "Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States," 
July 1965 (p. 8) and direct from the U.S. Department of Agriculture. • 

- TABLE8.-VALUE OF EXPORTS, IMPORTS, AND MERCHANDISE TRADE BALANCEl 

[In millions of dollars] 

U.S. exports U.S. imports 

Domestic and foreign 
For con- Gross Year Domestic Foreign 

Military Excluding merchan- merchan- General sumption merchan-
Total grant-aid military dise dise dise 

grant-aid balance' 

1967 _____ ----------- 31, 534 592 30, 942 31, 147 387 26, 816 26, 732 4, 126 
1966 _____________ - -- 30, 320 940 29, 379 29, 884 436 25, 542 25, 360 3, 837 
1965 _______ ------ --- 27, 478 779 26, 700 27, 135 343 21, 366 21, 283 5, 334 · 1964 ________________ 26, 508 818 25, 690 26, 156 352 18, 684 18, 600 7, 006 . 1963 ________________ 23, 347 920 22, 427 23, 062 285 17, 140 17, 002 5,287 . 1962 ________________ 21, 700 727 20, 973 21, 431 269 16, 392 16, 253 4, 581 
1961_ ______ --------- 20, 999 810 20, 189 20, 754 245 14, 716 14, 660 5, 473 
1960 ___________ --- -- 20, 584 949 19, 635 20, 383 201 15, 019 15, 015 4,616 
1959 _____ -------- --- 17, 645 1, 227 16, 418 17, 461 184 15, 629 15, 416 789 
1958 _______ --------- 17, 916 1, 543 16, 373 17, 751 165 13, 262 13, 218 3, 111 1957 ________________ 20, 862 1, 355 19, 507 20, 682 180 13, 261 13, 229 6,246 
1956 _____ - - - - -- -- - - - 19, 095 1, 757 17, 338 18, 945 150 12, 777 12, 677 4, 561 
1955 _____ -------- --- 15, 547 1,256 14, 291 15, 419 128 11, 495 11, 448 2, 796 
1954__ ___ ---- ___ ..._ ___ 15, 110 2, 255 12, 854 14, 981 129 10, 295 10, 320 2, 559 
1953 ___________ --- -- 15, 774 3, 511 12, 262 15, 652 122 10, 914 10, 820 1, 348 
1952 ____ - - - -- - - -- - - - 15, 201 1, 997 13, 203 15, 049 152 10, 753 10, 782 2, 450 1951__ ______________ 15, 032 1, 065 13, 968 14, 879 153 10, 998 10, 848 2, 970 
1950 ____ - - ------- -- - 10, 275 2 282 9, 993 10, 142 133 8,874 8, 765 1, 119 

1 Balance represents exports, f.a.s., less imports which are valued generally at the market price in the foreign country. Export 
values include both commercially financed shipments and those under Government financed programs such as AID and Public 

La~~~l~des data from April when shipments under the program began. 

Note: The export figures in this table are slightly larger than those reflected in the trade balance figures in the balance-of-payments 
table which were: 1960, $4,800,000,000; 1961, $5,400,000,000; 1962, $4,400,000,_000; 1963, $5,100,000,000_; 1964, $6,700,000,000; 
1965, $4,800,000,000; 1966, $3,700,000 000; and 19~7, $3,500,000,000. The abov_e include exports of domestically owned good_s out 
of storage abroad (e.g., U.S. grain sold lrom storage m Canada); exports of electrical energy; expor~ of non!'lon~tary ~old and silver; 
and net sales of gold by U.S. private residents to th~ _U.S. ~onetary gold stock; perso~a! rem1ttan~es m kmd (gift parcels sent 
through the mail); and transfers, financed under nonmilitary aid programs, of goods to rec1p1ent countries from Defense Department 
stocks located abroad. 

Source: "Overseas Business Reports," U.S. Department of Commerce, 1967 and 1968, and "Highlights of U.S. Export and Import 
Trade," Jan. 6, 1968. 

It is interesting to speculate on what :fig
ures the U.S. negotiators in the Kennedy 
Round used in meeting with their European 
counterparts. Was the U.S. trade balance on 
an f.o.b. import-export basis compared with 
a French balance derived from comparing 
exports f.o.b. and imports c.i.f.? Were U.S. 
imports f.o.b. compared with French imports 
c.1.f.? Were the border taxes added to these 

c.i.f. figures? The regular publication of the 
gross trade balance or "surplus" in the U.S. 
could lead to important misconceptions both 
here and abroad as to our actual competitive 
position in trade. This in turn could . in:fiu
ence our bargaining posture with trading 
countries. It is to be assumed these factors 
were taken into consideration by the negotia
tors. It has also been pointed out that there 
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are other factors to consider than govern
ment-financed exports. There are some com
mercial agricultural exports that are pro
duced only because they are subsidized by 
the government and, under these terms, are 
sold at lower prices in internailonal trade.15 

Now that Commerce is making available 
the c.i.f. adjustment factor so that those· in
terested may calculate imports on this basis, 
it would seem desirable to include with the 
reported trade figures supplementary data 
on government-financed exports as fre
quently as these could be made available. 
U.S. EXPORTS, IMPORTS, AND THE COMPOSITION 

OF TRADE 

U.S. exports have exceeded U.S. imports 
consistently since 1894. Table 8 will show the 

. gross value of exports, imports, and the mer
chandise balance since 1950 as offi.cially re
ported. It reveals that both imports and ex
ports of domestic merchandise, unadjusted 
for price changes, have trebled over the last 
eighteen years. While it shows the extent to 
which military grant-aid has entered into 
exports, it does not reflect the fact that since 
1950, if sales are included with aid, over 6 
per cent of all U.S. exports have consisted of 
military material. 

From 1950 to 1964 there was an irregular 
upward trend in the gross merchandise trade 
balance. The excess of merchandise exports 
over merchandise imports increased from 
$1.1 billion in 1950 to $7 billion in 1964 but 
receded to $4.1 billion in 1967. 

During the first four months of 1968, with 
·exports amounting to $10.9 billion and im
ports $10.5 billion, the trade-balance sur
plus on a seasonally-adjusted basis fell to 
$431 million. During the same period of 1967, 
the excess of exports over imports on a sea
sonally-adjusted basis amounted to $1.5 bil
lion. 

The sharp decline in the favorable balance 
of commercial trade suggests that basic 
changes are underway in the foreign trade 
of the United States which may have im
portant implications for future trade 
policy.15 

Table 9 reveals the change in composition 
of U.S. exports since World War II. All cate
gories except manufactured foodstuffs have 
shown substantial growth. The maximum 
gain was in exports of semi-manufactures, 
followed by finished manufactures. 

The percentage distribution of these broad 
categories of exports reveals only modest 
changes since the 1946-1950 period and even 
since 1960. Since 1960 the export share of 
crude materials and manufactured food
stuffs has declined slightly. Combining semi
manufactures and finished manufactures 
show a modest increase for the 1960-1967 
period. 

More significant changes are revealed in 
Table 10 on broad categories of imports. 
Gains in imports of crude materials and 
foodstuffs in 1967 over the 1946-1950 period 
were small compared with the increase in 
imports of manufactured items. The per
centage increase in imports of :finished 
manufactures stands out sharply in compari
son to semi-manufactures. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

TABLE 9.-U.S. DOMESTIC EXPORTS, BY ECONOMIC CLASSES 1946-50 TO 1967 

Economic class 

.Crude materials __________________ -----------------
_Crude foodstuffs ________________ ---- -- ---- ---- -----
Manufactured foodstuffs _____ -----------------------
Sem ima n ufactu res •• --- • ---- __ -~ __ -- --_. - --- -- -- -- -
Finished manufactures·----------------------------

Total ______________________________________ _ 

1946-50 

$1, 630 
973 

l, 198 
1, 295 
6,576 

11,672 

1953 

$1, 626 
962 
759 . 

1, 423 
10, 881 

15,651 

[Values in millions) 

1956 1960 

$2, 515 $2, 585 
1, 333 1, 645 
1,264 l,m 
2,780 3, 563 

11, 054 11,473 

18,946 20,383 

1963 1965 1966 1967 
Percentage 

change 
1946-50 to 1967 

$2, 577 $2, 887 $3, 145 $3, 294 +102.1 
2,273 2, 587 3, 198 2,600 +167.2 
1,496 1, 590 1, 587 1, 594 +33.l 
3,343 4,063 4,259 4,415 +240. 9 

13, 373 16, 008 17, 710 19,244 +192. 9 

23, 062 27, 135 29,899 31, 147 +166.6 
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TABLE 9.-U.S. DOMESTIC EXPORTS, BY ECONOMIC CLASSES 1946-50 TO 1967-Continued 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

Economic class 1946-50 

Crude materials------------------------------------------------- 14. 0 
Crude foodstuffs _____ ------ ___________ ------ ________ ----------__ 8. 3 
Manufactured foodstuffs------------------------------------------ 10. 3 
Sem imanufactures_ ------------------------ --------------------- 11. 1 
Finished manufactures------------------------------------------- 56. 3 

Total_ ______ -------- __ ------ __________________ --------___ 100. 0 

1953 

10. 4 
6.1 
4. 8 
9.1 

69. 5 

100. 0 

1956 1960 

13. 3 12. 7 
7. 0 8.1 
6. 7 5. 5 

14. 7 17. 5 
58. 4 56. 3 

100. 0 100. 0 

1963 1965 

11. 2 10. 6 
9. 9 9. 5 
6. 5 5. 9 

14. 5 15. 0 
58. 0 59. 0 

100. 0 100. 0 

1966 

10. 5 
10. 7 

5. 3 
14.2 
59. 2 

100. 0 

1967 

10. 6 
8.3 
5.1 

14. 2 
61.8 

100. 0 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract and Overseas Business Reports; 1967 figures by telephone from the Department 

TABLE 10.-U.S. IMPORTS BY ECONOMIC CLASSES, 1946-50 TO 1967 

'Values in millions' 

Economic class 1946-50 1953 1956 1960 1963 1965 1966 1967 

Percentage 
change 

1946-50 to 
1967 

Crude materials----------------------------------- $1, 992 $2, 613 • $3, 246 $3, 012 $3, 141 $3, 653 $3, 845 $3, 676 +84.5 
Crude foodstuffs----------------------------------- 1, 237 2, 185 2, 036 1, 720 1, 725 2, 008 2, 115 1, 981 +60.1 Manufactured foodstuffs ____________________________ 706 1, 108 1, 167 1, 566 1, 998 1,877 2, 307 2, 518 +256. 7 
Semi ma nut actu res ________ --------- ___ ----- ________ 1, 471 2, 678 3, 005 3,455 3, 756 4, 957 5, 603 5, 544 +276. 9 
Finished manufactures _____________________________ 1, 178 2, 194 3, 221 5, 262 6,382 8,871 11, 680 13, 096 +1, 011. 7 

Total--------------------------------------- 6, 584 10, 778 12, 675 15, 015 17, 002 21, 366 25, 550 26,815 +307.3 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

Economic class 1946-50 1953 1956 1960 1963 1965 1966 1967 

Crude materials------------------------------------------------- 30. 3 24. 2 25. 6 20. 1 18. 5 17.1 15. 0 13. 7 
Crude foodstuffs------------------------------------------------- 18. 8 20. 3 16. 1 11. 5 10.1 9.4 8. 3 7.4 
Manufactured foodstuffs---------------------------------------- 10. 7 10. 3 9. 2 10. 4 11. 8 8. 8 9. 0 9.4 
Semimanufactures---------------------------------------------- 22. 3 24. 8 23. 7 23. 0 22. l 23.2 21. 9 20. 7 
Finished manufactures------------------------------------------- 17. 9 20. 4 25. 4 35. 0 37. 5 41. 5 45. 7 48.8 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Tota'---------------------------------------------------- 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 

Source: U.S. Departmento~ Commerce, Statislica. Abstract and Overseas Business Reports. Figures for 1967 by telephone from the Department. 

Some significant trends are shown in the 
percentage distribution of the various cate
gories of imports. The share of imports of 
crude materials and foodstuffs declined from 
49.1 per cent of the total imports in the post
war period to 21.l per cent in 1967. From 
1960 this share declined from 31.6 per cent 
to 21.1 per cent in 1967. Imports of semi
manufactures and finished manufactures to
gether, which totaled 40.2 per cent of imports 
1n the 1946-1950 period, rose to 69.5 per cent 
in 1967. Imports of finished manufactures 
alone rose from 17.9 per cent of total for the 
1946-1950 period to 48.8 per cent for 1967. 

If it is assumed that the "other" on Table 
7 is, for the most part, manufactured goods, 

it is possible to arrive at an approximation 
of the total commercial sales of manufac
tured goods. This ls shown in Table 11 which 
points up that our commercial exports of 
finished manufacturers and semi-manufac
tures have increased 50.3 per cent &ince 1960, 
while our imports in the same category have 
increased 113.8 per cent. It ls also apparent 
that our export surplus of commercial manu
factures and semi-manufactures, which 
gained slightly in 1967 over 1966, has been 
declining since 1960. If the trend of increas
ing imports recorded for the first quarter of 
1968 continues, the trade surplus for the 
year 1968 may show a. sharp drop from 1967 
and possibly vanish. 

TABLE 11.-EXPORTS OF DOMESTIC COMMERCIAL MANUFACTURES 

[Dollar amounts in millions! 

Percent 
total 

Exports of Commercial commercial Imports of 
semimanu- "Other" or semimanu- semimanu- semimanu-

Total factures ma nu- factured factured factures Excess 
Year domestic and factured and and and exports 

exports finished exports on finished finished finished over 
ma nu- Government ma nu- ma nu- ma nu- imports 

factures accounts 1 factured factured factures 
exports exports of 

total 
exports 

1960 ___ - --- -- ---- ---- --- - ---- --- $20, 383 . $15, 036 $426 $14, 610 71. 7 $8, 717 $5, 893 
1963 ____ - ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ----- 23, 062 16, 716 1, 113 15, 603 67. 7 10, 138 5, 465 
1965 _____ -- ---- -------- --------- 27, 135 20, 071 1, 222 18, 849 69.5 13, 828 5, 021 
1966 ___________ -------- -- ---- --- 29, 884 21, 969 1, 448 20, 521 68. 7 17, 283 3,238 
1967 --- - - -- ---- -------------- --- 31, 147 23, 65!l. 1, 696 21,963 70. 5 18, 640 3, 323 

1 Assumes "other" from table 7 is all manufactured and semimanufactured products. 

These trends in trade and manufactured 
goods are not surprising. Spurred by Amer
ican a.id, the rapid industrial recovery in 
Japan and Western Europe after World War 

II has encouraged an intensive drive for for
eign markets in most of these countries. 
With new fa.c111ties, access to American tech
nological improvements, and lower labor 

costs, there is little reason to expect a change 
in the current export programs of these 
countries. 

Trade in agricultural products in prac
tically every major trading nation is sub
jected to the political, social, and economic 
objectives of the country in question. This 
includes the United States. To one degree 
or another, governments, through price sup
ports, crop controls, import restrictions, and 
export subsidies frame farm policies directed 
at self-sufficiency goals and an improvement 
in farm income which usually lags income 
in the industrial sector. Practically all major 
commodities in Europe are covered by one 
or another of these types of controls.14 

Table 12 reveals a. little more clearly than 
Tables 9 and 10 trends in agricultural trade. 
Exports of agricultural products in relation 
to total exports have declined from a peak of 
26 per cent in the 1961-1963 average to 20.8 
percent for 1967. Imports of agricultural 
products have fallen from a total of 24 per 
cent for the 1961-1963 average to 16.6 per 
cent for 1967. 

To obtain an approximation of commercial 
sales, adjustments are made for the total 
shipments under P.L. 480 and A.I.D. 

No adjustment has been attempted for 
that part of commercial agricultural exports 
which were produced as a result of govern
ment subsidy. One source has estimated this 
for fiscal 1965-1966 at $1.2 billion.11 If these 
sales averaged $1 billion in 1967 and were to 
be eliminated, commercial sales of agricul
tural products in 1967 would have been 
under $4 b1111on. With sales of agricultural 
products subsidized 1n practically every trad
ing country, this hypothetical calculation 
may have little value. 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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TABLE 12 

U.S. EXPORTS OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 

[Dollar amounts In millions] 

Year Total 
exports 

Agricultural 
exports 

Agricultural 
exports as 
percent of 

total 

The percentage of agricultural exports un
der governmental aid programs has been 
falling consistently over the past years but 
seems to have stabilized somewhere between 
20 per cent and 25 per cent. 

1967 ______________________________________________________ .. _______________ $30, 900 $6, 451 

1966 ____________ ~-- ---------------- ---------- - --- ---- ---- -------- --------- 29, 912 6, 885 
20.8 
24.0 
23. 0 
23. 0 
23.0 
26.0 

While no definite conclusion can be drawn 
from these data on agricultural exports, they 
suggest that statements that our exports of 
agricultural products may reach $8 billion by 
1970 and perhaps $10 billion by _1980 may be 
overoptimistic.1s 

1965 _____________________________________________ -------------- ---- ---- -- - 27, 003 6, 229 Many factors have influenced and will con
tinue to influence the growth and develop
ment of trade between the dynamic mixed 
economics of the United States and its trad
ing partners. These data suggest, however, 
that important changes are taking place in 
the competitive relationship of the United 
States and that these should be given inten-

1964 ____ - ---------- ---- -- ---------------- ------------ ---- ---- -- -- ---- ----- 26, 086 6, 347 J964--66 average ______________ ---- ____ ----____________________________________________________________ _ 
1961--63 average __ --------------------------_ --- ____ ------------=--- ------ ____________________ ---- ____ _ 

U.S. IMPORTS OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 

1967 - ------------ -- ------ ---- ---- -- ---- --- --- ---- - - - --------- ---- ---- - ---- $26, 815 $4, 472 
1966 _____ -------- ---------------- ------ -- --- --- - --- ------ -------- -- ---- - - - 25, 408 4, 492 

sive study.19 · 16. 6 
18. 0 

1965 _______ ------ -- -- ------- ----- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------ ---- ---- -- -- - 21, 282 4, 088 
1964 _____ ------ ---- ---- ---------- ---- ---- --- - --- --- -- -- -- -------- ---- -- -- - 18, 600 4, 082 

19. 0 
22. 0 
20. 0 
24. 0 

U.S. EXPORTS BY CATEGORIES AND GNP, 
1960-67 

1964--66 average ____ -------- __ ------------ ____ --------------------_---- _______________________________ _ Almost 75 per cent of the total increase in 
U.S. exports between 1960 and 1967 was ac
counted for by machinery, transportation 
equipment, IUiscellaneous manufactures, and 
chemicals. 

1961--63 avera,ge. _ -------------- -------- __ ---- _______ ----------- ---- ---- _ --- _ --- ______ -- __ - --- ________ _ 

Source: . 1961--66 data from "The Future of U.S. Foreign Trade Policy," hearings before the Subcommittee on Foreign Economic 
Policy of the Joint Economic Committee, Vol. 1, p. 61; 1967 data from "Highlights of U.S. Export and Import Trade," U.S. Department 
of Commerce, December 1967. 

U.S. COMMERCIAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS AND GOVERNMENT SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
Millions of dollars] 

Average, 
1955-59 

Average, 
1960-64 1965 1966 1967 

Almost 66 per cent of all U.S. exports in 
1967 consisted of products, the exports of 
which increased more rapidly than did the 
country's gross national product (82 per cent 
compared with 56 per cent)~ In addition to 
the product groups just named, the exports 
that increased most in terms of dollar vol-

Export trade, Public Law 480______________________________ $1, 063 $1, 461 $1, 510 $1, 517 (1) ume were: grains and grain preparations, 
AID programs------------------------------------------- 298 81 26 47 (1) oilseeds and oil nuts, animal feeds, miscel-

Total _____________________________________________ --$-1,-3-52---$-l,-5-42---$-l-, 5-3-5--$-
1
-, 5-5

-
4
---$-

1
,-
5
-
37 

laneous metals, wood, tobacco, and coal. 
Commercial sales---------------------------------------- 2, 575 3, 822 4, 693 5, 321 4, 914 Among the $10 billion of exports in 1967 

that increase less rapidly than the country's 
Total exports--------------------------------------===3=, 9=3=7===5,=3=64===6=, 2=2=9===6='=8=85====6,=4=51 gross national product over the same period 

were: grains, miscellaneous manufactures of Exports under special programs as percent of total agricultural 
exports-----------------------------------~----------- 35 29 25 23 

i Not Available. 

23. s metal, tobacco, coal, wood pulp, textiles and 
clothing, fruits and nuts, petroleum prod
ucts, animal and vegetable oils, and meat. 
Among the exports that actually declined 

Source: Lawrence Witt and Vernon Sorenson, "Problems of Agricultural Products in World Trade," Issues and Objectives over the same period were: raw cotton, iron 
of U.S. Foreign Trade Policy, A compendium of statements submitted to the Subcommittee on Foreign Economic Policy 
of the Joint Economic Committee (September, 1967), table 5, p. 154; 1967 data from "Highlights of U.S. Export and and steel mill products, synthetic rubber, 
Import Trade" U.S. Department of Commerce (December, 1967). dairy products, and textile fibers. 

TABLE 13.-U.S. DOMESTIC EXPORTS THAT HAVE INCREASED MORE RAPIDLY THAN THE COUNTRY'S GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 1960 AND 1967 
!Values in millions! ' 

Exports in- Percent- Exports in- Percent-
Product group Change age Product group Change age 

1960 1967 change 1960 1967 change 

Machinery _______ - -_ -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - -- -- - $4, 476 $8,283 +$3,807 +s5. l Wood ___ ------ __________ -------- ______________ $142 $337 +$195 +137. 3 
Transportation equipment_ _________ ------------- 2, 517 4,325 +1, 808 +71.8 Mineral fuels (other than coal and petroleum) _____ 20 83 +63 +315. 0 Miscellaneous manufactures 1 ____________________ 1, 565 2,947 +1,382 +88.3 ~~t~sraagne~-s~~~~= == == = = == == = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = == = = = 

76 128 +52 +68.4 
Chemicals_----------------------- __ --- ~ ------- 1, 776 2,803 +1,027 +57.8 6 13 +1 +116. 7 Oilseeds and oil nuts ___________________________ 368 822 +454 +123.4 
Animal feeds __ ----------------- __ ------------- 87 332 +245 +281.6 Total (11) ________ _______________________ 11, 293 20, 551 +9,258 +82.0 Crude materials 2 ______________ -------- _________ 260 478 +218 +83.8 GNP (dollars in billions>------------- ------------ 503. 7 785. 0 --------- ... +55.8 

1 Other than chemicals, machinery, transportation · equipment, metals and manufactures, and 
textiles (including clothing). 

2 Other than items shown separately in this table and in table 14. 

Source: Based on official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. See Overseas Business 
RepJ. 68-5, February 1968. 

TABLE 14.-U.S. DOMESTIC EXPORTS THAT HAVE INCREASED BY LESS THAN THE COUNTRY'S GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, OR THAT HAVE DECREASED, 1960 AND 1967 
!Values in millions] 

Exports in- Percentage Exports in- Percentage 
Change change Product group Product group 

1960 1967 
Change change 

1960 1967 

Grains and preparations ________________________ _ 
Miscellaneous metals and their manufactures 1 ____ _ 
Tobacco and manufactures ___________________ ___ _ 
CoaL. _____________________ -- -- _ -_ - -- -- _ - -- - - -

fe0~Usu~~ciciothing~=== = :: = = = = == = = == = = == = = =: = = = 
Fruits and nuts _____________ --------------- ____ _ 

~~,~~~ua~!~~~~~!t1e-oiis-iricitaiS_-~~============ 
Meats and meat preparations ___________________ _ 
Vegetables ____________________ ------------ -- - - -

_ 1 Other than iron and steel mill products. 

$1, 761 
973 
477 
354 
154 
618 
265 
468 
295 
115 
133 

U.S. IMPORTS BY CATEGORIES AND GNP, 

1960 .... 1967 

Of the increase in U.S. imports of some 
$11.8 billion between 1960 and 1967, approxi
mately 73 per cent was accounted for by 

machinery, transportation equipment, mis
cellaneous manufactures, metals and metal 

$2, 686 
1, 195 

636 
482 
234 
695 
338 
539 
338 
151 
154 

+$925 
+222 
+159 
+128 
+so 
+77 
+73 
+11 
+43 
+36 
+21 

+52. 5 
+22.8 
+33.3 
+36.2 
+51.9 
+12.5 
+27.5 
+15.2 
+14.6 
+31.3 
+15.8 

Iron and steel scrap ________________ __ ________ _ _ 
Nonferrous ores and scrap ___________________ __ _ _ 
Textile fibers (other than cotton) ________________ _ 
Dairy products and eggs _______________ _________ _ 
Synthetic rubber __________________________ ____ _ 
;ron and steel mill products __________________ __ _ 
Raw cotton ___________________________________ _ 
All other _____________________________________ -

Total (19) ________________________ ______ _ 

$242 
193 
131 
123 
201 
635 
980 
972 

9, 090 

$251 
193 
127 
117 
170 
539 
464 

1, 287 

IO, 596 

+$9 +3.7 
0 0 

-4 -3.1 
-6 -4.9 

-31 -15. 4 
-96 -15.l 

-516 -52. 7 
+315 +32.4 

+1,506 +16.6 

Source: Based on official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. See Overseas Business 
Rept. 68-5, February 1968. 

manufactures, iron and steei Inill prod,ucts, gross national product and accounted for 91 
and textiles. - per cent of the increased imports over the 

Table 15 shows that import of these prod- seven-year period. The increase in imports of 
ucts, together with imports of meat, bever- these products was 138 per cent, compared 
ages, fl.sh, fruits and nuts, natural gas, with an increase in the gross national prod-
footwear, vegetables, feed grains, and cheese uct of 55·8 per cent. 
increased more rapidly than did the country's Footnote at end of article. 

' 
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TABLE 15.-GENERAL IMPORTS THAT HAVE INCREASED MORE RAPIDLY THAN THE COUNTRY'S GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, 1960 AND 1967 

!Dollar amounts in millions) 

Product group 
Imports in-

1960 1967 
Change 

Percentage 
change Product group 

Imports in-

1960 1967 
Change 

Percentage 
change 

Machinery _____________________________ $724. 0 $3, 103. 0 +$2,379 +328. 6 Fruits and nuts _________________________ $218. 0 $360. 0 +$142 +65.1 

~~g~ft~~~~~: i:~~~c~~~esc::::::::: 742. 0 2, 688. 0 +1,946 +262.3 Natural gas and other mineral fuels _______ 37. 0 162. 0 +125 +337.8 
2, 032. 0 3,841. 0 +1,809 +89.0 Footwear _____ ------ ______ ---- _________ 148. 0 263. 0 +115 +77.7 

Metals and manufactures (except iron and Vegetables __________________ : __________ 96. 0 195. 0 +99 +103. l steel). _______________ ------ _________ l, 082. 0 2, 109. 0 +1, 027 +94.9 
431. 0 

Feed grains _____________ -------- _______ 82. 0 146. 0 +64 +78.0 
Iron and steel mill products ______________ 1, 289. 0 +858 +199.1 Cheese ________________________________ 31. 0 65. 0 +34 +109.7 
Textiles and tex-:ile clothing ______________ 866. 0 l, 461. 0 +595 +68.7 All other _______________ ------ __ ---- --- 401. 0 1, 141. 0 +740 +184.5 
Meat and meat preparations _____________ 314. 0 645. 0 +331 +105. 4 

TotaL ___________ : ______ ---------Beverages __________ ---- _______________ 279. 0 536. 0 +257 +92.1 7, 791. 0 18, 526. o +io, 735 +137.8 
Fish •• ----- -------- ---- ---- - - -- - - - - --·- 308. 0 522. 0 +214 +69.5 [GNP] _________ - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - 2 (503. 7) 2(785. 0)------------ (+55.8) 

1 Except items shown separately. 
'In billions of dollars. 

Source: Based on officiaJ statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. See Overseas Business 
Report 68-5, February 1968. 

Among the imports that increased less than 
the GNP were petroleum and petroleum 
products, inedible crude materials other than 

fuels, chemicals, sugar, unmanufactured to
bacco, animal and vegetable oils and fats, 
cocoa beans, and tea. The value of coffee im-

ports decreased over the seven-year period 
(see Table 16). 

TABLE 16.-GENERAL IMPORTS THAT HAVE INCREASED LESS THAN THE COUNTRY'S GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT OR THAT HAVE DECREASED 1960 AN.D 1967 

tvalues in millions) 

Percentage 
Change change 

Imports in-
Product group 

1960 1967 

Imports in-
Product group 

1960 1967 
Change 

Percentage 
change 

+$471 +30.6 Animal and vegetable oils and fats _______ $95 $122 +$27 +28.4 
143 147 +4 

Petroleum and products ________________ _ $1, 537 $2,008 
Crude materials, inedible, except fuels ___ _ 2, 711 

821 
507 
238 
117 

2,965 
963 
588 
313 
162 

+254 +9.4 Cocoa beans_-------------------------- +2.8 
Chemicals. ____ ------------------------ +142 +17.3 Tea __________________ -------------- -- - 56 58 +2 +3.6 
Sugar_ --- ------ __ ---- ---- -------- ----- +81 +16.0 Coffee ______ - - -- -- - - -- - --- ------ --- --- - 1,003 964 -39 -3.9 
Other food and live animals'------------ +75 +31.5 
Tobacco, unmanufactured ___ ----. "--- --- +45 +38.5 TotaL ____________ ------ - ----- --- 7,228 8,290 +1,062 +14.7 

1 Except those shown separately. Source: Based on official statistics of the-U.S. Department of Commerce. See Overseas Business 
Report 68-5, February 1968. 

U.S. EXPORTS BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION Between 1960 and 1967 U.S. exports in-
In 1950 Western Europe, the Latin creased 7.6 per cent a year, with the largest 

American Republics, and Canada were the increases (in terms of dollar value) going 
principal markets for U.S. exports. The most to Canada, the EEC countries, and Asia. 
important single market country was Can- The largest percentage increases were in 
ada. Between 1950 and 1960 the largest exports to Oceania, Canada, Japan, and 
increases in U.S. exports were to the six Africa. In the 1960-1967 period, however, 
countries that now comprise the European there were significant changes in the aver
Economic Community (EEC)• or Common age annual gains for Western Europe, where 
Market (West Germany, France, Belgium-
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Italy), the increases were substantially less than 
followed by Canada and the European Free half that of the 1950-1960 period, and for 
Trade Association (EFTA) countries (United Japan, where they were approximately 
Kingdom, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Swit- half. Important declines were also shown 
zerland, Austria, and Portugal). The largest for Asia, the Middle East, and Oceania. Can
percentage increases were to Oceania, Japan, ada and the Latin American Republics 
and the Middle East. Over the decade U.S. showed percentage increases in the 1960-
increased approximately 10 per cent a year. 1967 period compared with 1950-1960. 

TABLE 17.-U.S. EXPORTS, 1 BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION, 1950, 1960, 1967 

tvalues in millions) 

To-

Canada __ -- ------··----- - ------------------ ---Latin American Republics _______________________ 
Western Europe ___ ----- __ ----- ________ -----. ___ 

(EEC) 2 ___ --------- -----------------------
(EFT A) ________ ---------------- __ ------ ---

b~~~~ -Asia_-::::::::::::====::=:::======:=:=:== Middle East_ __________________________ • _______ 
Oceania _________ -- __ -- __ ------ ________ ------ --
Africa ___________________ • __________ ----- _____ 
Alf other _________ ---- ______________ -----.---- -

Total •- ___ • _. ____ -- ____ -- -- __ ----. _ -----

l Domestic and foreign merhcandise. 
2 Includes East Germany for 1950. 
i Includes "special category" items. 

1950 1960 

$1, 999 $3, 810 
2,626 3, 351 
2, 898 7,211 

(1, 587) (3, 979) 

<~W (2, 467) 
1, 448 

817 2,207 
214 683 
127 514 
344 642 
833 718 

10, 275 20, 584 

Change 
1967 

1950- 1960-
1960 1967 

$7, 173 +$1, 811 +$3, 363 
4, 126 +725 +725 

10, 099 +4, 313 +2, 888 
(5, 646) ( +2, 392) ( +l, 667) 
(3, 270) ( +1, 474) (+803) 
2, 696 +1, 031 +1, 248 
3, 556 +1, 390 +1, 349 

895 +469 +212 
1, 016 +387 +502 
1, 182 +298 +540 

791 -115 +73 

31, 534 +10, 309 +10,950 

Average annual per
centage change 

1950-1960 1960-1967 
(percent) (percent) 

+9.1 +12.6 
+2.8 +3.3 

+14.9 +5.7 
~+15.1) (+6. 0) 
+14. 8) (+4.6) 
+24.7 +12.3 
+11.0 +8.7 
+21.9 +4.4 
+30.5 +14.0 
+8.7 +12.0 
-1.4 +1.5 

+10.0 +7.6 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Overseas Business Reports. 

Table 18 will show the percentage dis
tribution of U.S. exports by geographical re
gion. Here the most significant changes are 
the decline in exports to tatin American 
Republics from 25.6 per cent in 1950 to 13.1 
per cent in 1967 and the increase in exports 

to Japan from 4.1 per cent in 1950 to 8.5 per 
cent in 1967. The share of exports going to 
Western Europe . increased until 1960, and 
since that time has fa.lien. Both EEC coun
tries and EFTA countries showed declines 
-since 1960. 

TABLE 18.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. EXPORTS 
BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION, 1950, 1960, AND 1967 

(Percentages) 

To-

Canada. ___________ ______ ------ •• 
Latin American Republics _________ _ 
Western Europe _________________ _ 

EEC a------------------------
EFT A _______ -- ------------ ---

Japan_._---------- ____ ------ -- --Other Asia ______________________ _ 
Middle East__ ___________________ _ 
Oceania. ______ ------ ________ • __ _ 
Africa __ .----- ____________ • _____ _ 
All other ________________________ _ 

1950 

19. 5 
25. 6 
28. 2 

(15. 4) 
(9. 7) 
4.1 
7. 9 
2.1 
1. 2 
3.3 
8.1 

1960Z 

18. 5 
16. 3 
35. 0 

(19. 3) 
(12. 0) 

7. 0 
10. 7 
3.3 
2. 5 
3.1 
3.5 

1967 

22. 7 
13. 1 
32. 0 

(17. 9) 
(10. 4) 

8. 5 
11. 3 

2. 8 
3.2 
3. 7 
2. 7 

TotaL____________________ 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 

1 Domestic and foreign merchandise. 
21ncludes "special category" items. 
a includes East Germany for 1950. 

Source: Table 17. 

U.S. Imports by Geographical Region 
As Table 19 shows, significant changes 

have taken place in the average annual per
centage changes between the 1950-1960 pe
riod and the 1960-1967 period. In Canada, 
for example, the average annual rate of 
increase almost trebled between the two 
periods. Significant, too, was the decline in 
the annual increase in imports from the EEC 
in the 1960-1967 period, which were less than 
half the rate of the previous ten-year period. 
The average annual rate of increase in im
ports from the EFT A group fell considerably 
in 1960-1967 from that of the earlier period. 
The rate of average annual increase in im
ports from Japan was also less than half that 
of the previous period. The Middle East fell 
below the average annual increase during the 
1950-1960 period. 

Table 20 reveals significant changes in the 
distribution of imports by geographical re
gion. Probably the two most striking trends 
are the decline in imports from the Latin 
American Republics where the percentage in 
1967 was less than half that of 1950 and the 

Footnote at end of article. 



June 21, 1968 _EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
gain from Western Europe where the share ports was relatlv.ely small. At the same time, 
increase in imports in 1967 was double that the EEC increase was considerably greater 
of 1950. The rate of change here has slowed than from the EFTA countries. 
down since 1960. Percentagewise, Japan showed the largest 

The gain in the EEC share from 6.4 per increase in imports, rising from 2.1 per cent 
cent in 1950 to 16.6 per cent in 1967 was even in 1950 to 11.2 per cent in 1967. This has 
greater than that for Western Europe. From apparently been a more or less steady in-
1960 to 1967, however, the EEC gain in im- crease throughout the period. 

TABLE 19.-U.S. IMPORTS,1 BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION, 1950, 1960, 1967 

(Values in millions} 

From 1950 1960 1967 
Change Average annual 

percentage change 

195!Hi0 196!Hi7 195!Hi0 196!Hi7 

- Canada----·-·········-·····-·-- $1, 961 $3, 153 $7, 099 +$1, 192 +$3,946 +6.1 +17.9 
Latin American Republics _________ 2, 910 3, 171 3,853 +261 +682' +o.s +3.1 
Western Europe·-··--·-·········- 1~~) 4, 188 8,055 +2,824 +3,867 +20.1 +13.2 

(EEC) 2-----------·-·-------- ~2, 264) ~4, 457) (+1,695) (+2, 193) <+29.8) (+13.8) 
(EFTA>-------------··-·---- 606) 1,609) 2,882) (+l, 003) (+1,273) (+16.6) (+11. 3) 

t:i~!~Asia:::::::::::::::::::::: 182 1, 149 2,999 +967 +1, 850 +53. l +23.0 
1, 119 1,260 2, 058 +141 +7'98 +1.3 +9.0 Middle East_ ____________________ 131 344 293 +213 -51 +16.3 -2.1 

Oceania·---------------------·-- 206 266 581 +so +315 +2.9 +16.9 
Africa. __ ------···------·-··-· __ 494 595 905 +101 +310 +2.0 +7.4 
All other·----------------·-····- 485 893 973 +408 +so +8.4 +1.3 

Tota'---·-------·------ •••• 8,852 15, 019 26,816 +6, 167 +11, 797 +1.0 +11.2 

1 General imports. 
'Includes East Germany for 1950. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce "Overseas Business Reports." 

TABLE 20.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. IMPORTS' against competitive imports and, where nec-
BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION, 1950, 1960, 19671 essary, export subsidies. These policies have 

!Percentages) 

From-

Canada. ___ • __ ._~~ ______ ••• _____ _ 
Latin American Republics •• _______ _ 
Western Europe _________________ _ 

EEC 2---------------------
EFTA.--------------·----

Japan ____ ------------. _____ -----
Other Asia·------------------·--Middle East._ ___________________ _ 
Oceania ___ • ____ ------. ___ ------
Africa_----------------------
All other .• ·--------------------

1950 

22.1 
32.9 
15. 4 
(6. 4) 
(6. 8) 
2.1 

12. 6 
1. 5 
2.3 
5.6 
5.5 

1960 

21. 0 
21.1 
27.9 

(15.1) 
(10. 7) 

7.6 
8.4 
2. 3 
1.8 
4.0 
5.9 

1967 

- 26. 5 
14. 4 
30.0 

(16. 6) 
(10. 7) 
11.2 
7.7 
1.1 
2.2 
3.4 
3.6 

recently taken on concrete form and will 
apply to 85 per cent or more of EEC pro
duction .••. Price guarantees will apply to 
85 per cent or more of EEC agricultural out
put." n 

In order to maintain domestic prices for 
most agricultural products high enough to 
provide protection and freeze out competi
tion, the EEC uses a variable levy system. 
On grains this is reported to be about 100. 
per cent ad valorem. Imports are permitted 
only when domestic production cannot sup
ply the market at a predetermined price. 
This differs from the British program where 
supply and demand set market prices but 

TotaL----------------- 100. O 100. O 100. O government subsidies, to reach predeter-

1General imports. 
21ncludes East Germany for 1950. 

Source: Table 19. 

mined levels, make up the difference to the 
producer. Both programs, however, look to
ward self-sufficiency in agricultural and stifle 
outside competition. 

Butter offers an example of how the levy 
U.S. TRADE WITH THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC . system works. With high dairy support prices 

COMMUNITY 
The European Economic Community with 

its plan for internal free trade and a common 
external tariff has been a matter of some 
concern to American industry and agricul
ture, although U.S. policy has supported the 
ldea.20 Something over 22 per cent of our 
agricultural products and around 18 per cent 
of our manufactured goods are sold to the 
EEC. Next to Canada these countries are our 
largest customers. 

As Witt and Sorenson have pointed out: 
"EEC agricultural policy is based on objec
tives and attitudes long embedded in · na
tional agricultural policies. Changes are 
aimed largely at arriving at a common mar
ket organization but not at reducing, or for 
that matter greatly increasing, the amount 
of protection to agriculture. To this point, 
the EEC has not developed a broadly oriented 
agricultural policy. The principal focus has 
been on domestic price supports, protection 

Commodity 

Food and live animals·-----------------------------------
Beverages and tobacco.·--····-···----------------------· Crude materials, inedible, except fuels _____________________ 
Mineral fuels and related materials------------------------
Animal and vegetable oils and fats------···-----·--·------
Chemicals ________ ------··-···-·-··-····---··-·---···----
Machinery and transport equipmenL-----------------·----
Other manufactured goods------------------------------·-
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and variable levy protection, surplus EEC 
butter costing 60 to 65 cents a pound, which 
couldn't be sold to the United Kingdom, New 
Zealand, Denmark, Japan, Canada, and other 
countries because of tight quotas, was sold in 
the United States at around 22 cents a pound. 
This finally brought about quotas on butter 
and dairy products in the United States.22 

Tables 17 and 19 have shown that the 
growth rate of U.S. exports to the EEC of 
15.1 per cent for the 1950-1960 period fell 
to 6.0 per cent for the 1960-1967 period, while 
U.S. imports from the EEC fell from 29.8 per 
cent in the 1950-1960 period to 13.8 per cent 
in the 1960-1967 period. Tables 18 and 20 re
vealed that the share of U.S. exports going 
to the EEC fell from 19.3 per cent in 1960 to 
17.9 per cent in 1967, while the U.S. share of 
imports from that area rose from 15.1 per 
cent to 16.6 per cent during the same period. 

Howevar, if the total of exports and re
exports shown on Table 21 is compared with 

TABLE 21.-U.S. EXPORTS AND REEXPORTS TO EEC 

Millions of dollars 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

667 756 925 974 848 
127 128 126 142 173 
635 830 757 831 846 
309 280 261 253 239 
57 81 78 55 38 

450 542 555 596 593 
1, 015 1,098 l,~~ 1,510 l,~~ 

663 758 891 

18275 
total exports from Table 8, it is apparent that 
there was no change in the share of U.S. 
exports going to the EEC from the United 
States in the last five years. It was 17.9 per 
cent in 1963 and the same percentage in 1967. 
During these recent years the United States 
has maintained its share of the EEC market. 
:rn dollars, however, exports to the EEC from 
1963 to 1967 increased 34.8 per cent while 
Imports as shown on Table 22- from the EEC 
grew 76.8 per cent for the same period. 

If figures for exports and live animals, bev
erages and tobacco, and animal and vegetable 
oils and fats are combined, total U.S. sales of 
this group to EEC dropped from 21.3 per cent 
of total in 196.3 to 19 per cent in 1967. Exports 
of machinery and transport equipment and 
other manufactured goods rose from 42 per 
cent in 1963 to 47.1 per cent in 1967. 

U.S. imports from EEC of the products Of 
the three combined groups shown above, 
which were 8.2 per cent in 1963, fell to 6.8 
per cent in 1967. Imports Qf machinery and 
transport equipment and other manufactured 
goods from the EEC were 76.5 per cent of 
total in 1963 and 79.2 per cent in 1967. 

It has been pointed out th.&t from 1958 
to 1966 wocld exports by value about doubled. 
U.S. ex:poi:ts increased about 70 per cent, while 
trade within the EEC countries more than 
trebled.23 This increase in trade among mem
ber countries, while exercising some restraint 
on imports from outsiders, is in oon!ormity 
with at least one of the objectives of the 
formation of the Common Market. 

The future development of trade with ' the 
EEC will be worth watching. The recent Ken
nedy Round discussions were marked by a 
relatively adamant attitude on the part of 
the Common Market toward giving conces
sions and opening agricultural markets to 
U.S. producers ot these products.21 They 
wanted to preserve opportunities for market 
growth for their own producers. However, no 
action was taken to decrease exports. As a 
result. the United States did not improve its 
trading position in agriculture with the EEC. 
One participant. in the Kennedy Round dis
cussions has said: "The Kennedy Round has 
shown beyond doubt that we cannot buy
with reductio.ns in duties-removal of the 
major barriers standing in the way of a sub
stantial and orderly trade in farm prod
ucts." 25 

It is possible that action to increase domes
tic prices of feed grains, which will increase 
the levy in 1968, and consideration of similar 
actio.n on other products may curtail U.S. 
export opportunities this year and beyond.26 

While the EEC did negotiate for duty cuts 
in many industrial areas,. they were unwill1ng 
to make substantial cuts in "areas of ad
vancing technology such as business ma
chines. In steel, aluminum, and textiles none 
of the countries made very substantial cuts. 
But in most other areas of industry, r think 
we have the opportunity for substantial in
creases in exports." zr 

There is apparently some doubt in other 
quarters on this point. The changing trends 
of U.S. imports, the steady progress of West
ern Europe in industrial technology in spite 
of the "technological gap," together with 
lower costs may well provide increasing com
petition for American industry and curtail 
export opportunities.28 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Percent of total 

1963 1964 1965 

16. 7 16. 6 .17.6 
3.2 2. 8 2.4 

15. 9 18. 2 14. 4 
7. 7 6. I 5.0 
1.4· 1.8 l.~ 

11.3 11.9 10.5 
25.4 24.1 26.8 
16.6 16.6 15. 0 

1966 

17. 7 
2. 6 

15.1 
4.6 
1.0 

10.8 
27.4 
16.2 

1967 

15.2 
3.1 

15.1 
4.3 
.7 

10.6 
31.3 
15.8 
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TABLE 21.-U.S. EXPORTS AND REEXPORTS TO EEC-Continued 

Millions of dollars Percent of total 
Commodity 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1963 1964 1965 1956 1967 

Other transactions--------------------------------------- 12 11 10 12 24 . 3 • 2 • 2 • 2 • 4 
Reexports---------------------------------------------- 61 O 62 68 ------------ 1. 5 1. 7 1. 2 1. 2 ------------

TotaL_ --------------------------------------------3-,-996---4-, 564---4-,-96-9---5,-3-32---5-,-388 ___ 100-. 0---1-00-.-0---9-4-. 6---96-. -8 __ _:_96~. 5 

Special category--------------- -------------------------------------------------- 282 179 194 ------------------------ 5. 4 3. 2 3. 5 -Tota'--------------------- ------ -- --------------- 3, 996 4, 564 5, 251 5, 511 5, 582 100. 0 100. 0 100. O 100. 0 100. 0 

Source: "Overseas Business Reports," U.S. Department of Commerce; "Highlights of U.S. Exports and Import Trade," U.S. Department of Commerce. 

TABLE 22.-U.S. IMPORTS FROM EEC 

Millions of dollars Percent of tota• 
Commodity 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

Food and live animals--------------------------- --------- 129 122 . 129 159 178 4. 7 4.3 3. 9 3.9 4.0 
Beverages and tobacco----------------------------------- 77 84 88 104 112 3.1 3. o 2. 7 2.5 2. 5 
Crude materials, inedible, except fuels--------------------- 112 119 110 125 117 4.4 4.2 3.3 3.0 2.6 
Mineral fuels and related materials ________________________ 5 7 6 20 33 .2 .2 .2 • 5 • 7 
Animal and vegetable oils and fats ________________________ 11 12 14 15 14 .4 .4 .4 .4 .3 
Chemicals_----- ________ ---- ________ ---- _____________ __ , 159 182 202 270 261 6. 3 6.4 6.1 6. 5 5.9 
Machinery and transport equipment_ ______________________ 704 848 990 1, 456 1, 557 28. o 30. o 29. 8 35.3 35. o 
Other manufactured goods ______________ ---- -------------- 1, 222 1, 332 1, 624 1, 801 1,972 48. 5 47.1 48.9 43. 7 44.2 
Other transactions ____ -- ---- _ --- _______ __ ________ ____ ____ 112 125 157 175 214 4.4 4.4 4. 7 4.2 4.8 

Total_ __ -- ----- -- -- -- - - - ----- - - -- - - -- - - - - -- -- - - -- 2, 521 2,831 3,320 4, 125 4,458 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 

Source: "Overseas Business Reports," U.S. Department of Commerce; "Highlights of U.S. Exports and Import Trade," U.S. Department of Commerce: 

KENNEDY ROUND TARIFF REDUCTIONS AS A 
STIMULANT TO IMPORTS 

Estimates have been made of the degree 
to which imports into the United States 
would increase if there were to be gradual 
removal of tariffs and import quotas. Al
though they were made about a decade ago, 
there ls no reason to believe that the interna
tional economic situation has changed suffi
ciently to nullify the findings with respect 
to the magnitudes involved. One of the 
studies, based on estimates by technical and 
economic experts of the U.S. Tariff Commis
slon,1111 concludes that imports would increase 
by between 10 per cent and 25 per cent and 
the other, that the number of jobs that would 
be immediately affected adversely by in
creased imports would be at the rate of 83,000 
per billion dollars of new imports. so Applying 
this percentage factor to the estimates of in
creased imports made in the earlier study in
dicates that approximately 172,000 to 430,000 
jobs might be adversely affected in the short 
run. 

On the other hand, it is argued that in 
the longer run, after economic adjustments 
to the new imports have been made, there 
would be more, rather than fewer, jobs in 
consequence of the removal of all trade bar
riers and over-all per capita consumption in 
the country would be increased. 

The Kennedy Round Trade Agreement 
(concluded in 1967) consists of schedules of 
tariff concessions together with separate 
agreements regarding certain trading sectors 
(such as grains, chemicals and steel) and a 
proposed anti-dumping code. With respect to 
cereals there was agreement regarding prices 
as well as food aid to needy countries. Several 
bilateral agreements were concluded regard
ing meat, while practically nothing was ac
complished with respect to dairy products. 
American negotiators were unable to obtain 
concessions for agricultural exports compara
ble with those obtained for manufactured 
products, largely because the EEC was still 
developing its own common agricultural pol
icy affecting approximately $200 million of 
U.S. exports. A few significant a.gricultura.l 
concessions were made by Japan, Canada, 
the United Kingdom, the Scandinavian coun
tries, and Switzerland. 

The thirty-nine countries participating 
fully in the negotiations, whose trade ac
counts for approximately three quarters of 

Footnotes at end of article. 

total world trade (excluding the communist substantially larger in the absence of re
countrles), granted concessions affecting a strictions. 
little over $40 billion of trade, or approx!- The average tariff level is determined not 
mately one fifth of all noncommunist inter- only by governmental action but also by 
national trade. changes in prices. When prices are rising, 

Approximately $26 billion of trade among tariffs that are levied on a "specific" basis 
the participating countries will be subject (so much per unit of physical measurement 
to tariff reductions, of which tariffs appli- such as pounds, yards, or tons in contrast 
cable to $17 billion will be reduced 50 per to those that are levied as a pe~centage of 
cent or more. value) decline in terms of their ad valorem 

The United States obtained concessions (according to value) equivalents. This is a 
from other participating countries on approx- phenomenon tha~ has been present since 
1mately $8.1 billion of its exports, of which prices began rising in the late 1930's. Con
$6.8 billion are tariff reductions. The United versely, during periods of falling prices the 
States granted concessions on approximately _ ad valorem equivalents of duties levied. on 
$8.5 billion of its imports from all countries. a speciflc basis rise. 
On $7.9 billion it reduced tariffs, on $150 Had the President used all of his tariff
million it bound existing rates against in- cutting authority under each of the enabling 
crease, and on $400 million it bound exist- acts since 1934, the average tariff level o:t 
ing duty-free treatment. the United States in 1962 would have been 

Because most official analyses of the Ken- 8.8 per cent, compared with an actual aver
nedy Round Agreement refer to tariff con- age ad valorem equivalent in that year o:t 
cessions in terms of percentage reductions, 12 per cent. Had the President used his 
it is tempting to infer that the cuts are more tariff-cutting authority to the full in the 
significant than they really are. A given Kennedy Round, the average tariff level of 
percentage reduction of a low tariff usually the United States over the five-year period 
is less meaningful than the same percentage 1968-1973 would be 6 per cent. Instead, the 
reduction applied to a higher tariff. For ex- cuts in U.S. tariffs under the Kennedy 
ample, a 50 per cent reduction in the 60 per Round average approximately 35 per cent. 
cent tariff on certain types of household Assuming no major change in price levels, 
china.ware represents a cut of 30 "percentage the average tariff level in 1973 will be 7.8 
points," whereas a 50 per cent reduction in per cent. 
the 11 per cent tariff on condensed milk rep- The deepest cuts in U.S. tariffs were made 
resents a cut of only 5¥2 "percentage points." under the Trade Agreements Act of 1934 

The tariff reductions agreed to under the and the Trade Agreements Act of 1945, cov
Kennedy Round can be seen in clearer focus ering a period during which prices were ris
if they are measured in terms of "percentage 1ng. The average ad valorem equivalent of 
points" reduced rather than in terms of per- duties collected. declined. from 47 per cent to 
centage reductions. Thus, the European 28 per cent between 1934 and 1945 and to 
Economic Community granted a 20 per cent 12 per cent in 1955. 
reduction on imports of fresh salmon, rep- The tariff cuts authorized by the Acts of 
resenting a reduction from a tariff of 10 per 1955 and 1958 were nominal in terms of 
cent to one of 8 per cent-a reduction of 2 "percentage point" reductions, amounting to 
"percentage points." Similarly, the 50 per only 1.8 and 2.2, respectively. The ratio of 
cent EEC reduction on parts for statistical total duties collected to the value of total 
and punchcard machines represents a cut dutiable imports remained constant at ap
of only 4 "percentage points"-from a tar- proximately 12 per cent between 1961 and 
iff of 8 per cent to one of 4 per cent. It is 1967. 
doubtful whether ta.riff cuts that are deep in What started out as "a.cross-the boa.rd " 
terms of percentage reduction, but which or linear, tariff cutting at the outset of the 
are little more than nominal in terms of Kennedy Round soon fell into the fam111ar 
"percentage point" reduction, can have a pattern of selective tariff cutting. However, 
marked effect in expanding trade. In many instead of starting out, as in previous tar
instances import quotas and production sub- iff-cutting exercises, by singling out those 
sidles are more significant than tariffs as tariffs that can be cut safely, the procedure 
impediments to trade. For the most part, the under the Kennedy Round was to start out 
tariffs that have not been reduced are on with an overall horizontal cut and to nego
products, the imports of which would be tiate "exceptions." In consequence, the list 
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of products subjected to tariff cuts undoubt
edly was longer than would otherwise have 
been the case, but the "bare minimum" of 
exceptions that had been promised proved to 
be substantial in terms Of potential trade 
expansion. . 

In its 1954 Staff Papers the Commission 
on Foreign Economic Policy (Randall Com
mission) presented estimates that had been 
previously ·published showing, on the basis 
of informed judgments by technical staff 
experts of the U.S. Tariff Commission, the 
extent to which U.S. imports would increase 
if all U.S. tariffs and import quotas were 
suspended. 

It was stated, on the basis of these ex
pert judgments, that, with economic condi
tions as they were in 1951, dutiable imports 
would increase 42 per cent, from $4.8 bil
lion to approximately $6.8 billion, or by ap
proximately $2 billion of which $1.4 billion 
would be accounted for by twenty-seven 
"import-sensitive" items including: sugar, 
fine wools, cattle and beef, woolens and 
worsteds, earthenware, fish fillets, lead and 
zinc. 

It is significant that none of these twenty
seven sensitive items was subjected to trade
barrier reduction under the Kennedy Round. 
Imports of all other items, together, would 
increase 18 per cent, or by $600 million. 

Except for the fact that the total volume 
of trade has increased substantially, the 
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economic conditions prevailing today are not 
vastly different from those prevailing in 1951-
1953. It is not unreasonable, therefore, to 
apply the percentage increase of the earlier 
period to more recent figures. 

Dutiable imports in 1965 totaled $13.8 bil
lion, of which $7.9 billion are subject to tariff 
reductions under the Kennedy Round. If it is 
assumed that the same percentage increase 
of all imports on which tariffs were reduced 
would prevail if all tariffs and import quotas 
were suspended, import would increase by 
$1.4 billion (18 percent of $7.9 billion). 

However, the Kennedy Round does not pro
vide for the elimination of all tariffs and 
import quotas but only for tariff cuts aver
aging 35 percent, or 4.2 "percentage points,'' 
from a level of 12 percent to a level of 7.8 
percent. 

On the basis of these estimated and com
parisons, it seems reasonable to conclude that 
the tariff reductions granted by the United 
States in the Kennedy Round might result in 
inQreasing U.S. imports by as much as $350 
million to $700 million (one quarter to one 
half of $1.4 billion). 

This figure does not constitute a forecast, 
however, as to what can be expected in the 
way of increased imports over the next few 
years. It is only an estimate of the likely 
effect on U.S. imports of the U.S. tariff cuts 
made in the Kennedy Round. 

TABLE 23.-U.S. TARIFF REDUCTIONS, 1934-67 

Maximum reduction au-
thorized on basis of actual use Actual change in 

of tariff-cutting authority average ad valo· 
rem equivalent 

Legislation Percentage reductions 
authorized 

Authorized re- Average (percent) 
duction in tariff "percent- -----
level (percent) age point" From-
------ reduction 
From- To- authorized 

To-

1934 act.·-------------------------------- - ----- 50 percent (of 1934 rates) 
1945 act. ••• ------------------------------------ 50 percent (of 1945 rates) 
1955 act. ••• ------------------------------------ 15 percent (of 1955 rates, 

47. 0 23. 5 
28. 0 14. 0 
12. 0 10. 2 

23. 5 47. 0 28. 0 
14. 0 28. 0 12. 0 
1. 8 12. 0 11. 0 

over 3 years). 
1958 act (Dillion round>--------------------------- 20 percent (of 1958 rates, 

over 4 years). 
n.o 8.8 2. 2 11. 0 12. 0 

1962 act (Kennedy round>------------------------- 50 percent (of 1962 rates, 
over 5 years). 

12. 0 6. 0 6. 0 12. 0 l].8 

I Assuming no change in price levels. 

There has been, and there continues to be, 
a close relationship between imports and the 
country's gross national product, with im
ports equaling approximately 3 per cent Of 
the GNP. As the country's gross national 
product increases it can be expected that 
imports will also grow, maintaining approxi
mately the same over-all ratio. Thus, if the 
GNP over the next five years increases by 35 
per cent, as it did between 1960 and 1965, it 
can be expected that imports will increase 
by $4.5 billion-from $25.5 billion to $30 
billion. It is not likely that the close rela
tionship between imports and the gross na
tional product will be changed markedly by 
the tariff reduction made under the Kennedy 
Round. 

FOREIGN TRADE AND INVESTMENT ABROAD 

The foreign trade of the United States has 
a much broader scope than the export and 
import of commodities. Manufacturers may 
supply foreign markets by exporting, or 
through direct investment and building 
plants abroad, or through licensing, or by a 
mix of all methods. 

As Judd Polk has pointed out: "The con
cept of total foreign sales properly brings 
together U.S. deliveries in response to foreign 
demand whether Involving products made 
here or there. Basically, the two sources of 
supply are complementary, and, in fact, they 
have grown in parallel and vigorous man
ner. . . . " Polk also points out that there is 
a "powerful inference from export and pro
duction trends that investment is a major 
stimulant to exports." in 

The two decades since Worlci War II have 

seen a marked expansion in international 
trade but a much more rapid growth in 
American direct investment abroad. This 
has been a dynamic factor in world trade 
development. It is reflected in the tremen
dous growth of the international firm and 
this, in turn, has aided growth not only 
in the United States but abroad. The reason 
for the rapid development of plants abroad 
are numerous, but an increasing number of 
manufacturers have concluded that in the 
light of nationalistic tendencies abroad, trade 
barriers, and lower costs abroad they have no 
choice but to begin producing abroad.32 

In fact, growth of these international cor
porations has been so great that they have 
an impact on national economic policies. As 
former Assistant Secretary of State George 
Ball has said: "The ability of the multi
national corporation to fulfill its real objec
tive, which is the use of resources wherever 
they are found in the most eftlcient manner 
for markets wherever they are developed
this implies a gradual washing out of the 
restrictions that are based on national lines. 
These multinational corporations are simply 
too big to operate within national restric
tions. And when such restrictions are im
posed, they interfere very seriously with the 
fulfillment of the purpose of these corpora
tions. And I think that the realization of · 
this point may over time, tend to erode away· 
these impediments based on national bound
aries." 33 It may be that a growing recognition 
of the long-range implications of the inter
national firm is what is causing various 
countries to attempt to halt or slow down 
the massive growth of U.S. investments 
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through drives for partnerships and joint 
ventures in Western Europe, nationalism and 
renegotiation of existing arrangements in 
the Middle East, or through limitations on 
foreign ownership in South America.H There 
are even flurries of activity in this direction 
in Canada, our next-door neighbor. 

The excess of American investments abroad 
over foreign investments in the United 
States is large and has been increasing. In 
1950 U.S. foreign investments and claims on 
foreigners totaled $31.1 billion, while foreign 
investments and claims on the United States 
totaled $17.6 billion, an excess of almost $14 
billion on the plus side. By 1967, American 
foreign investments and claims on foreigners 
had increased to $113 billion, while foreign 
investments in the United States increased 
to $62 billion. Whereas 85 per cent of Ameri
can claims against foreigners are long term 
in nature, just under 55 per cent of all for
eign claims against Americans are short 
term.35 

"Since 1960, the value of U.S. direct in
vestments abroad has climbed by 70 per cent 
to $54.6 billion at the end of 1966. Nearly 
half of the substantial growth of $22.1 bil
lion stemmed from investments in manu
facturing affiliates, a fourth went into vari
ous sectors of the petroleum industry and 
the remainder into mining and other opera
tions. Western Europe absorbed about $9Yz 
billion of the increase in our direct invest
ments during the period and Canada about 
$5%, billion." aa 

TABLE 24.-INTERNATIONAL INVESTMENT POSITION OF 
THE UNITED STATES, 1950, 1963, AND 1966 (END OF 
YEAR) 

(In billions] 

Types of investment 1950 1963 1966 

U.S. investments and claims on 
foreigners'--------------------

Private investments and claims. 
Long-term _______________ 
(Direct) __________________ 
Short-term assets and 

claims ______ ---- _______ 

U.S. Government credits and 
claims ••• _________ ---- _____ 

Long-term credits and 
claims _____ ------ ______ 

Foreign currencies and 
short-term claims _______ 

IMF gold tranche position 
and convertible foreign 
currencies.-----------_ 

Foreign assets and ih vestments in 
the United States _______________ 

Long term ___________________ 

(Direct) _____ ----------------
Short-term assets and U.S. 

Government obligations ______ 
Private obligations. _______ 
U.S. Government obliga-

tions. -----------------

Excess, U.S. investments 
abroad over foreign in
vestments in the United 

$31. 5 

19. 0 

17. 5 
(11. 8) 

1. 5 

12. 5 

10. 8 

0. 3 

i. 4 

17. 6 

8. 0 
(3. 4) 

9.6 
(6. 5) 

(3. 2) 

$88. 2 $111. 9 -

66. 4 86. 2 

58. 3 75. 6 
(40. 6) (54. 6) 

8. I 10. 7 

21. 8 25.6 

17.1 21. 2 

3.4 2. 8 

1. 2 1. 6 

51. 5 60.4 

22.8 27. 0 
(7. 9) (9.1) 

28. 7 33. 4 
(14. 9) (20. 8) 

(13. 8) (12. 6) 

States ___________________ +13. 9 +36. 7 +51. 5 

1 Not including gold holdings. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, "Survey of Current 
Business," September 1965 and September 1967. 

The irregular but consistent growth in new 
direct investment abroad and the almost 
constant growth of earnings from direct in
vestment abroad testify to the increasing im
portance of these expanding operations in 
world trade. The outflow of funds for new 
U.S. direct investment has grown from not 
quite two thirds of a billion in 1954 to $3 
billion in 1967. Earnings, including royalties 
and fees, received on direct investment 
abroad have increased from $1.9 billion in 
1954 to $5.6 billion in 1967. It is clear, too, 
that the relationship of earnings on invest
ment has declined somewhat since 1957. Ex-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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pressed as cumulative totals, the outflow of 
funds for new direct investment over the 
thirteen-year period amounted to $27.8 bil
lion, while earnings on outstanding direct 
foreign investment over the same period 
amounted to $47.3 billion. 

TABLE 26.-INVESTMENT, EARNINGS, AND YIELDS ON. U.S. the balance of payments which do not involve 
international transfers and therefore are not 
included in the balance-of-payments ac
counting. 

PRIVATE DIRECT INVESTMENTS ABROAD, 1950-67• 

[Dollar amounts in billions) 

• Value of 

TABLE 2S.-NEW DIRECT PRIVATi-FOREiGN, INVESTMENTS 
AND INCOME FROM OUTSTANDING DIRECT FOREIGN 
INVESTMENTS, 1954-67 

-Year - investment • -·- EarnJngs • Yield -- ··-

Total earnings on U.S. direct investment 
abroad amounted to $5.6 b1llion at the begin
ning of 1967 and were second in importance, 
on the receipts side of the balance of inter
national payments, only to merchandise ex
ports.37 

Year 

(In billions of dollars) 

New U.S. 
direct 

investment 
abroad 

Earnings 
received on 

direct invest
ment abroad 

Net effect on 
balance of 
payments 

1954__________ -0. 7 +1. 9 +1. 2 
1955__________ -. 8 +2.1 +1. 3 
1956__________ -2. 0 +2. 4 +. 4 
1957 __________ -2. 4 +2. 5 +. 1 
1958__________ -1. 2 +2. 4 +L 2 
1959__________ -1. 4 +2. 6 +1. 2 
1960__________ -1. 7 +2. 8 +1.1 
1961__________ -1.6 +3.2 +1.6 
1962__________ -1.7 +3. 6 +1. 9 
1963__________ -2. 0 +3. 8 +1. 8 
1964__________ -2. 4 +4. 4 +2. 0 

1967 _________ _ 

1966_ - --------1965 _________ _ 
1964 ___ -------1963 _________ _ 
1962 _________ _ 
1961__ _______ _ 
1960 _________ _ 
1959 _________ _ 

1958_ - - -------1957 _____ : ___ _ 
1956 _________ _ 

1955_ - - -------1954 _________ _ 
1953 _________ _ 
1952 __ - -------
1951__ __ - - ----1950 _________ _ 

at start (percent) 
of year 

$54.6 
49. 3 
44.4 
40. 7 
37.2 
34. 7 
31.8 
29.8 
27.4 
25.4 
22. 5 
19.4 
17. 6 
16. 3 
14. 7 
13. 0 
11. 8 
10. 7 

$5. 09 
5.68 
5. 46 
5. 07 
4. 59 
4.24 
3. 82 
3. 57 
3.24 
3. 01 
3. 56 
3. 30 
2. 88 
2. 40 
2.26 
2. 33 
2. 24 
1. 77 

9.3 
11. 5 
12. 3 
12. 5 
12. 3 
12. 2 
12. 0 
12. 0 
11.8 
11.9 . 
15. 8 
17. 0 
16.4 
14. 7 
15. 4 
17. 9 
19. 0 
16. 5 

Table 27 reflects the growth of American 
private investments and earnings by major 
areas. It will be noted that net capital out
flow for investment in manufacturing indus
try represented almost half the total outflow 
.in 1966, with petroleum adding another 25 
per cent. Petroleum earnings, however, 
amounted to almost a third of tlie total, 
while earnings from manufacturing indus
tries abroad amounted to something less 
than 40 per cent. In book value, manufac
turing represented about 40 per cent of the 
total at the year-end 1956 and has doubled 
since 1960. 

1965__________ -3. 4 +4. 9 +1. 5 
1966__________ -3. 5 +5. 1 +1. 6 

1 Not including undistributed profits of subsidiaries. Canada has shown rapid growth in capital 
absorption in the seven-year period. Invest
ment in Western Europe, while growing at a 
slower rate, still in substantially greater than 
in any other area. Similar trends are reflected 
in earnings for Canada and Western Europe. 

1967 __________ -3. 0 +5. 6 +2. 6 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Total____ -27. 8 +47. 3 +19. 5 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current 
!3usiness. . 

Source: Overseas Business Report, International Investments 
of the United States, U.S. Department of Commerce, November 
1967, and Survey of Current Business, March 1968. . 

These figures do not include undistributed 
earnings of subsidiaries, which do not affect 

TABLE 27.-AMERICAN PRIVATE DIRECT INVESTMENTS ABROAD, BY AREA, 1960-66 

[Millions of dollars] 

Book value at year end Net capital outflows Earnings 

Petro- Manu- Petro- Manu-
Total 

Min
ing 
and 

smelt
ing 

Petro
leum 

Manu
factur

ing 
Other Total 

Min
ing 
and 

smelt
ing 

leum factur- Other Total 
ing 

Min
ing 
and 

smelt
ing 

leum factur- Other Total 
ing 

All areas, total: • 1960 _____________________ 31, 815 
1961_ ____________________ 34, 667 
1962 _____________________ 37, 226 
1963 _____________________ 40, 686 

f~L::::::::::::::::::: :~: ~~ 1966 _____________________ 54, 562 
Canada: 

1960 _____ ~--------------- 11, 179 1961_ _______________ _____ 11, 602 
1962 _____________________ 12, 133 
1963 _____________________ 13, 044 
1964 _____________________ 13, 809 
1965.~------------------- 15, 223 1966__ ___________________ 16, 840 

Latin America: 1 
1960_____________________ 8, 315 
1961_____________________ 9, 189 
1962_____________________ 9, 474 
1963_____________________ 9, 891 
1964 _____________________ 10, 204 
1965 _____________________ 10, 836 
1966 ____________________ _ 11, 473 

Western Europe: 1960 __________ ·___________ 6, 691 
1961_____________________ 7, 742 
1962_____________________ 8, 930 
1963 _____________________ 10, 340 
1964 _____________________ 12, 129 
1965 _____________________ 13, 985 
1966__ ______ . _____________ 16, 200 

Other areas: 
1960_____________________ 5, 630 
1961_____________________ 6, 134 
1962_____________________ 6, 689 
1963_____________________ 7, 411 
1964_____________________ 8, 242 
1965_____________________ 9, 284 
1966 _____________________ 10, 049 

2, 947 
3, 044 
3, 194 
3, 369 
3, 569 
3, 785 
4, 135 

1, 325 
1,367 
1, 489 
l, 549 
1, 667 
1, 755 
1, 942 

1, 269 
1,282 
1, 271 
1, 303 
1, 354 
1, 424 
1, 481 

49 
48 
50 
55 
56 
54 
54 

304 
347 
384 
462 
492 
552 
658 

10, 810 
12, 190 
12, 725 
13, 652 
14, 328 
15, 298 
16, 264 

2,664 
2, 828 
2, 875 
3, 134 
3, 196 
3,356 
3,606 

3, 122 
3,674 
3,642 
3,636 
3, 589 
3, 546 
3, 538 

1, 763 
2, 152 
2, 385 
2, 776 
3, 122 
3,427 
3, 977 

3,261 
3, 536 
3,823 
4, 106 
4, 421 
4,969 
5, 143 

11, 051 
11, 997 
13, 250 
14, 937 
16, 935 
19, 339 
22, 050 

4, 827 
5,076 
5, 312 
5, 761 

. 6, 197 
6,872 
7, 674 

1, 521 
1, 707 
1,944 
2,213 
2, 507 
2, 945 
3, 312 

3, 804 
4,255 
4, 883 
5,634 
6,587 
7,606 
8,879 

899 
959 

1, 111 
1,329 
1,644 
1, 916 
2, 185 

7, 007 
7,436 
8, 057 
8, 728 
9, 552 

10, 906 
12, 113 

2,363 
2, 331 
2,457 
2,600 
2, 749 
3,240 
3, 618 

2,403 
2, 526 
2,617 
2, 739 
2, 754 
2, 921 
3, 142 

1, 075 
1, 287 
1, 612 
1,875 
2, 364 
2, 898 
3, 290 

l, 166 
1, 292 
1,371 
1, 514 
1,685 
1, 847 
2,063 

1,674 
1, 599 
1, 654 
1, 976 
2, 435 
3,418 
3, 543 

451 
302 
314 
365 
253 
912 

1, 087 

149 
219 

29 
235 
266 
271 
276 

962 
724 
868 
924 

1, 388 
1, 479 
1, 805 

112 
354 
443 
452 
528 
756 
375 

155 
70 
97 
85 
90 
88 

220 

199 
9 

85 
7 

45 
1 

121 

-60 
32 

-13 
24 
29 
43 
28 

(2) 
(2) 3 

1 
2 

-1 
1 

16 
29 
22 
53 
14 
45 
70 

452 
793 
606 
828 
760 
977 
876 

135 
100 
159 
188 
25 

179 
155 

24 
63 

-67 
5 
8 

-74 
-35 

273 
376 
229 
362 
414 
342 
634 

20 
254 
285 
273 
313 
530 
122 

801 
462 
712 
774 

l, 034 
1, 525 
l, 730 

29 
117 
12 

120 
140 
395 
548 

125 
78 

133 
150 
137 
245 
158 

607 
233 
453 
395 
619 
760 
899 

40 
34 

114 
109 
138 
125 
125 

266 3, 566 
274 3, 815 
239 4, 235 
289 4, 587 
551 5, 071 
828 5, 460 
716 5, 680 

88 718 
76 726 
58 825 
50 948 
43 1, 106 

337 1, 209 
262 1, 240 

60 970 
46 1, 079 

-24 1, 179 
56 1, 125 
92 1, 244 
57 1, 320 

125 1, 446 

82 769 
115 837 
183 844 
166 996 
353 1, 115 
378 1, 176 
271 l, 155 

36 l, 109 
37 1, 173 
22 1, 387 
17 1, 518 
63 1, 606 
56 1, 755 
58 1, 839 

394 1, 302 
362 1, 476 
372 1, 695 
388 1, 824 
512 1, 808 
571 l, 830 
660 1, 869 

88 98 
96 114 
97 121 

127 149 
191 170 
198 183 
191 196 

224 370 
206 478 
230 543 
219 532 
266 539 
290 513 
359 511 

10 91 
8 63 
5 60 
4 67 
4 8 
8 -41 

10 -79 

72 743 
52 821 
40 971 
38 1, 076 
51 1, 091 
75 1, 175 

100 l, 231 

l, 176 
1, 203 
1, 307 
1, 541 
1, 852 
2, 022 
2, 098 

398 
360 
460 
525 
565 
606 
633 

147 
172 
173 
171 
243 
289 
337 

487 
530 
496 
627 
782 
859 
855 

144 
141 
178 
218 
262 
268 
273 

694 
774 
861 
834 
899 

1, 037 
1, 063 

134 
158 
147 
147 
180 
222 
221 

229 
223 
233 
203 
196 
228 
238 

181 
236 
283 
298 
321 
350 
369 

150 
150 
198 
186 
202 
237 
235 

2, 355 
2, 766 
3, 044 
3, 129 
3,674 
3,963 
4,045 

361 
464 
476 
465 
634 
703 
766 

719 
824 
891 
956 

1, 011 
995 

l, 110 

397 
486 
526 
507 
659 
768 
725 

878 
994 

l, 151 
1, 211 
1, 370 
1,497 
1,444 

Income 

Petro- Manu-
Min
ing 
and 

smelt
ing 

leum factur- Other 
ing 

337 1, 150 
297 1, 336 
318 1, 565 
321 1, 715 
403 1, 856 
442 1, 799 
524 1, 778 

47 60 
51 78 
60 79 
80 80 

118 118 
110 122 
120 114 

234 331 
198 438 
221 488 
210 544 
245 531 
266 476 
327 497 

11 55 
9 47 
7 63 
6 73 
5 64 
8 17 

11 4 

45 704 
39 773 
30 935 
25 1, 018 
35 1, 143 
58 l, 184 
66 l, 163 

550 
722 
746 
656 
893 

1, 094 
l, ll8 

176 
213 
221 
192 
269 
315 -
362 

64 
75 
71 
70 
98 

123 
146 

241 
326 
334 
305 
427 
532 
484 

69 
108 
120 
89 
99 

124 
126 

318 
413 
415 
437 
522 
628 
625 

78 
122 
116 
103 
129 
156 
170 

90 
113 
l1l 
132 
137 
130 
141 

90 
104 
122 
123 
163 
211 
226 

60 
74 
66 
79 
93 

131 
83 

11 ncludes "Other Western Hemisphere." 
2 Less than $500,000. 

Source: Overseas Business Reports, "International Investments of the United States" us 
Department of Commerce, November 1967. ' · · 

Table 28 on foreign direct investments in 
the United States for the same period indi
cates that at the end of 1966 total value of 

. these investments ·amounted to only, about 
16 per cent of the book value of our private 

direct investments abroad. The United King
dom and Canada make up over 60 per cent 
of the total, with other European countries 
ma.king up approximately 30 per cent, Total 
earnings o:f direct. foreign investments in 

the United States were only a little over 11 
per cent of the total earnings of American 
private direct investments abroad in 1966 . 

Footnote at end of article. 
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TABLE 28.-FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENTS IN THE UNITED STATES, 1950, 1965, AND 1966 

Un millions of dollars) 

Value at yearend 

1950 1965 1 1966 2 

TotaL ______________ • __ • __ •• ----. _ .••.. _ .• ___ 3, 391 8, 797 9. 054 
By area: · 

Canada _____ ------·--- __ --------. _____ . ____ • ___ 1, 029 2,388 2, 439 United Kingdom. _________________ • ______ • ______ 1, 168 2, 852 2, 864 
Other Europe ___ ------_---- ____ ____ _____________ 1, 059 3,224 3,409 

Belgium __________ --------. ________________ (6) 175 193 France_--------- ___________________________ (6) 200 215 
Germany._---- ____________________ ------ ___ (5) 209 247 

~=~teriancis::::============================ 
(6) 87 87 
334 1,304 1, 402 

Sweden._---·--- __ ---- ________ ------ _______ (6) 215 217 Switzerland ____________ ---- _________________ 348 940 949 
Other countries _____________________________ 377 94 100 

Japan __________ ----- ____ ---- --- --- ---- -- -- -- - -- (6) 118 103 Latin America ___________________________________ (6) 161 177 
Other countries ____ -----------·-------- _________ 134 53 61 

By industry: 
Petroleum ______________________________________ 405 l, 710 1, 740 Manufacturing __________________________________ 1, 138 3, 478 3, 789 

l~:~~-nce:::::::::::::::: ====================== 7 1~~5 
748 739 

7 2, 169 7 2, 072 
Other finance __ --------- __________ -------------- (8) (1) (8) 
Other industries_____________________________ ___ _ • 784 •693 1714 

Capital flow 

19651 

New 
Total invest- Other 

mentsa 

57 100 -43 

43 58 -15 
-66 11 -77 . 

23 26 -3 
-7 1 -8 

(6) 2 -2 
43 14 29 
7 3 4 

-33 -------- -33 
6 -------- 6 
6 6 --------
1 ------2- l 

33 31 
27 4 23 . 
3 -------- -3 

-63 ---·-7s- -63 
132 57 
30 10 20 -20 ________ -20 

-37 11 -48 
15 5 10 

Total 

86 

2 
23 
67 

19662 

New 
invest· 
mentsl 

89 

25 
18 
43 

10 --------8 3 
28 36 
l l 

20 3 
-7 (0) 

7 (6) 
1 

-24 ------3-
14 --------
4 (6) 

-94 
lll 47 

-39 9 
64 --------
13 9 
31 24 

Earnings,' income' and undistributed profits 

19651 1966• 

Undis- Undis-
Other Earnings Income tributed Earnings Income tributed 

profits profits 

-3 642 298 358 695 371 339 

-23 135 94 58 133 77 80 
5 214 . 116 91 234 125 102 

24 270 76 195 307 159 143 
10 8 3 7 9 2 8 
5 7 2 5 10 3 7 

-8 16 4 11 19 7 11 
(0) -2 -------- -2 1 1 

-17 147 26 120 153 ---·-73- 78 
-7 13 3 10 18 7 10 

7 71 34 37 89 64 23 
1 10 5 5 8 2 5 

-27 22 10 14 14 7 8 
14 3 3 ---------- 4 2 2 
4 (') ·(6) 4 -------- 4 

-94 215 26 184 214 81 124 
64 303 176 129 357 159 200 

-48 66 25 43 43 15 30 
64 40 40 ---------- 76 76 
4 611 912 6 •7 t 22 -------:.:5 
7 6 20 -5 -2 18 -10 

1 Revised. 
2 Preliminary. 

: l ~~I~~=~ rna~~~;~~~~~~~!!ons of securities held by insurance companies. 

a "New investments" consist of the first reported capital inflow to establish a new company or 
operation in the United States and also inflows to acquire additional shares of existing companies. 

'"Earnings" represents the foreign share in corporate and branch profits; "Income" is the 
amount distributed, after withholding taxes, as dividends, interest, and branch profits. 

' Earnings and income paid by agency banks in the United States to foreign home offices have 
been excluded from direct investment totals. 

6 Not shown separately. 
o Less than $500,000. 

SALES FROM AMERICAN PLANTS LOCATED ABROAD 

International investment has brought a 
new and extremely important dimension to 
our world trade. According to the Committee 
on Commercial Policy, U.S. Council of the 
International Chamber of Commerce, Inc.: 
" ... Total product delivery to foreign mar
kets associated with U.S. direct investment 
abroad is estimated to be in the neighbor
hood of $110 billiqn a year. When products 
associated with U.S. investment other than 
direct is included, the figure grows to $150 
billion." 38 

Judd Polk estimates that gains in U.S.
initiated output abroad for Europe "grew 
from $6 billion in 1950-against U.S. exports 
of roughly half that amount--to some $32 
billion in 1966-against exports of $10 billion, 
or less than a third." 39 

According to the U.S. Department of Com
merce.~0 the sales of American manufactur
ing affiliates, i.e., of American-owned manu
facturing establishments abroad, in 1965 
were approximately $42.4 billion. It is likely 
that they increased to at least $47 billion in 
1966 and to $50 billion in 1967. It thus ap
pears that sales of American-owned manu-

Source: Overseas Business Reports, International Investments of the United States, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, November 1967. . 

facturing corporations abroad are about two 
and a half times U.S. domestic exports of 
manufactured goods. 

In discussion of this question at the Sen
ate hearings on removal of the gold cover, 
it was suggested that sales from all activi
ties may be as much as $165 billion annual
ly, although it was stressed there was a pos
sibility for a large margin of error in this 
estimate. These estimates of sales of Amer
ican corporations abroad, which could be 
anywhere from five to five and a half times 
our exports, are based on a study of the 
ratio of sales to book values of corpora
tions. Manufacturing concerns at present are 
estimated to represent about one third of to
tal direct investment abroad and about one 
sixth of the grand total investment.41 

Decisions by American firms to produce 
abroad are influenced by political as well as 
economic condJtions. Among other things, na
tionalistic preferences, tariffs and other trade 
barriers to exporting to a particular country, 
competitive conditions, lower costs and ef
forts to save foreign markets, potentials for 
new market growth, and access to raw mate
rials may enter into these decisions. One 

opinion in this matter is worth citing: "It 
is important, however, to note emphatically 
that intensive case study rarely turns up 
a situation in which the producer abroad 
could have continued to export as an 
alternative to producing locally abroad." '2 

While some inves~ments may retard ex
ports, others · may aid exports. U.S. subsid
iaries, for example, are one of this coun
try's best customers. According to the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 25 per cent of to
tal U.S. merchandise exports in 1964 went 
to American-owned subsidiaries abroad.fa 

Although the data are not yet available be
yond 1965, Table 28 will illustrate the scope 
and trend in sales of foreign manufacturing 
affiliates by types of products as well as major 
areas. Total manufacturing sales to Canada 
about doubled between 1957 and 1965, while 
sales to Europe increased about three times. 
Transportation equipment, followed by chem
icals, machinery (excluding electrical)_, food 
products, and electrical machinery were the 
most important categories of sales, in that 
order. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

TABLE 29.-SALES OF FOREIGN MANUFACTURING AFFILIATES, BY INDUSTRY AND .AREA, 1957, 1959, AND 1961-65 

[In millions of dollars) 

Manufactur- Food Paper and Rubber Primary and Machinery, Electrical Transporta- Other 
Areas and year ing, total products allied Chemicals products fabricated excluding machinery tion equip- products 

products metals electrical ment 

All areas, total: 
1957 ------ -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- ------ ----- - -- -- - 18, 331 2, 457 881 2, 411 968 1, 548 1, 903 2, 047 4,228 1, 889 
1959 ____ ---- ---- -- -- -- ---- -----· ------ ------ ---- -- - 20, 634 2, 810 940 2, 950 1, 010 1, 590 2,200 1, 864 5, 140 2, 100 
1961 1 ___ -- -- ---- -- --- --- -- ---- -- ---• -- -- ---- -- -- --- 25, 061 3, 195 1, 060 3,890 1, 195 1, 875 2,897 2,234 6,000 2, 715 
1962 1 ___ - - -- -- ---- -- -- ------ -·. - -- ---- -- ---- -- -- --- 27, 923 3,310 1, 180 4,400 1, 332 2, 053 3, 359 2,671 6,680 2, 938 
1963 1 ___ - - --- --- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ------ -- -- ---- -• -- - 31, 809 3,462 1, 342 5, 130 l, 350 2,433 3, 716 2,986 8, 050 3,340 
1964 1 ___ - --- -- ---- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---· -- ----- 37, 438 3,657 1, 595 5,903 1, 582 2,940 4, 592 3, 579 9,466 4, 124 
1965_. ---- -- ---- ---- ---- ---- -- ---- -- -------- -- ----- 42, 377 4, 020 1,820 6, 851 1, 650 3,357 5,257 3,946 10, 760 4, 716 

Canada: 
1957 ____ ---- -- ------ -- -- ---- ---- ------ ---- -- -- ---- - 7, 897 928 .769 897 272 927 695 1, 080 1, 488 842 
1959 ~- -- -- ---- ·- ------ -- -- -------- ---- ------ -- -- -- - 8,204 1, 060 800 1, 070 290 950 760 794 1,600 880 
19611 __ -- --- -- --- ----- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- • 8, 429 1, 095 870 1, 315 285 940 760 764 1,450 950 
1962 , ___ -- -------- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ------------- 9, 196 1, 135 945 1, 295 340 1, 090 810 851 1, 730 1, 000 
1963 '--- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- --- 10, 199 1, 182 1, 042 1, 400 355 1, 198 916 866 2, 140 1, 100 
1964 t ___ ---------- -- -- -- - --- -- - ------- -- - --- - - -- - -- 11, 620 l, 274 1,212 1, 535 400 1, 330 1, 038 1, 010 2, 483 l, 338 
1965_ --- - --- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- ---- - 13, 445 1, 325 1,366 1, 690 472 1, 513 l, 165 1, 203 3, 226 1, 485 

Latin America: 2 

1957 ---- ---- -• - -• -- -- • --- --- -- --- ---- ------ ---- ---- 2, 435 608 55 499 239 111 66 190 375 292 
1959 _ ----- --- -- --------- ------- --- --- -- ------ -- - --- 2,830 740 60 590 260 100 80 190 470 340 
1961 '---------------- -------- --- ----- ----- -- ------- 3,597 730 85 690 300 160 122 300 770 440 
1962 , __ ___ ------ -- -- -- ------- --------- -- ---- -- ----- 3,967 750 100 880 302 163 144 360 790 478 19631 ______________________________________________ 4,250 815 130 1,060 310 215 175 280 760 505 19641 ______________________________________________ 

4, 951 775 145 1,239 355 313 219 380 978 547 1965 _______________________________________________ 5,484 867 178 1,398 350 309 242 392 l, 172 576 
See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 29.-SALES Of fOREIGN MANUFACTURING AFFILIATES, BY INDUSTRY AND AREA, 1957, 1959, AND '1961-65-Continued 

[In millions of dollars) 

Manufactur• 
ing, total 

Food - Paper and 
Chemicals 

Rubber 
products 

Primary and Machinery, 
fabricated excluding 

Electrical Transporta
machinery tion equip

ment 

Other 
products Areas and year 

Europe: 1957 _______________________________________________ 
1959 • ..: _____________________________________________ 

1961 1
----------------------------------------------1962 ! ____________________________________________ . __ 

1963 1 _____________________________________________ 
1964 ! ______________________________________________ 

1965.----------------------------------~-----------
Common Market: 

1964 1 ___ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- ------ -~ ---- ---- ----- ----
1965. - - - -- - - - - - --- - --- - --- --- - - - - - -- - - - -----------

United Kingdom: 
1964 ! _________________ ---- ---------- ------------- --

1965 .. ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- ---- ------- ~- . 
Other Europe: 

1964 1 ___________ -- -- ---- ------ ---------- -- ---------1965 _______________________________________________ 

Other areas: 
1957 -- -- -- ------ - - ___ :. ____ ----- -- -- ---- -----------
1959. - - - - - -- :.. - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -• :. . - - -- - - - - - -- -- - - -- -
1961. ----- -- -- ------ -- -·--- -- -- -- - - -- ---- ----- - - - --- -
1962 1 _____ - --- -- -- - - -- ------ ------ - - -------- --- - ---
1963 1 ____ - - - -- ---- - - -- -- - - - - -- -- ---- - - -- -- - --- - - ---
19611 ___ -- --- ---- - - - - - -- ---- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -
1965 •. --- - -- ----- --- -- ---- -- ------- -- - - - -- - - - ----- -

1Revised. 
~Includes "Other Westem Hemisphere." 

The immediate effect of new long-term 
American capital investment abroad on the 
balance of payments is similar to an increase 
of merchandise imports. The immediate 
and longer run effects, however, are of greater 
significance than the short-run effects be
cause foreign Investments yield continuing 
income to Americans. 

Shortly after investment funds flow abroad 
there is a tendency for some of them to re
turn to the United States as foreign affiliates 
of U.S. firms import equipment and sup
plies from the United States for their own 
use. As indicated above, exports to such af
filiates in 1964 amounted to $6.3 billion, or 
25 per cent of total exports. · 

In the longer run there is a tendency for 
funds to flow back to the investing country 
in the form of earnings on investment. This 
inward flow of funds has an effect on the 
balance of payments similar to that of in
creased exports. Over a considerable period 
of time, the excess of earnings on invest
ment over new investment expenditures is 
likely to lead to increased U.S. expenditures 
qn imports. A country that engages in large
scale foreign investment over a considerable 
period of time can expect that eventually its 
merchandise imports will tend to increase 
relative to its merchandise exports. This is 
because the investing country receives re
turns on its investments, the anticipation of 
which was the reason for investing in the 
first place. 

Foreign investment is also advantageous 
to recipient countries because it facilitates 
economic development and expansion. Eco
nomic development of the less-developed 
areas of the world for some time has been an 
important objective of U.S. foreign policy. 

Beginning in 1965, American companies 
were asked to cooperate in a voluntary pro
gram of restraint in direct foreign investment 
to mitigate the persistent balance-of-pay
ments deficit and the consequent drain on 
U.S. gold reserves. It is reported that possibly 
as many as nine hundred companies co
operated to slow down or postpone projects 
abroad to curb voluntarily the dollar outflow 
and finance through foreign borrowing and 
other measures. 

With the balance-of-payments problem 
persisting, on January .1, 1968, the President 
announced stringent mandatory restrictions 
on direct investmen:ts. A complete mora
torium was imposed on new capital transfers 
to Continental Europe and South Africa (ex-

Footnotes at end of article. 

pro.ducts allied 
prod_ucts metal~ ele.ctrical 

6,313 734 34 822 262 435 1, 009 678 1, 700 639 
7,690 760 50 1, 050 290 470 1,210 770 2, 350 740 

10, 780 1, no 70 1, 510 400 690 1, 755 1, 050 3, 070 1, 125 
12, 120 1, 185 80 1, 760 460 715 2, 090 1, 320 3,280 1,230 
14, 045 1, 190 105 2, 070 420 880 2, 185 1, 680 4, 050 l, 465· 
16, 653 1, 308 148 2,273 517 1, ll5 2, 735 1, 968 4, 700 1,889 
18, 761 1, 500 166 2, 743 537 1, 316 3, 146 2, 102 5,060 2, 19l. 

8, 683 598 54 1, 038 214 563 1, 651 1, 066 2, 607 892 
9, 882 670 62 1, 302 232 600 1, 960 1, 172 2,864 1, 020 

6,871 613 93 . 1, 075 228 496 1, 019 708 1, 738 901 
7, 510 730 .. 102 : 1, 241 219 ~46 1, 121 . 706 1, 798 1, 047 

1, 099 97 1 160 75 56 65 194 355 95 
1, 369 100 2 200 86 170 65 224 398 124 

1,685 188 23 193 195 75 133 99 665 ll6 
1, 910 250 30 240 200 70 150 110 720 140 
2,255 260 35 375 210 85 260 120 710 200 
2,640 240 55 465 230 85 315 140 880 230 
3, 315 275 65 600 265 140 440 160 1, 100 270 
4,214 300 90 856 310 182 600 221 1, 305 350 
4,687 328 110 . 1, 020 291 219 704 249 1, 302 464 

Source: Survey of Current Business, November 1966. 

eluding Great Britain, Greece, and Turkey) 
for direct investment, together with a cut
back in other areas and forced repatriation 
of earnings. This was coupled with an order 
to the Federal Reserve to tighten voluntary 
restrictions by financial institutions on for
eign lending. 

All of this was done through an Executive 
Order based on the 1917 Trading with the 
Enemy Act (still on the statute books) and 

/ the special emergency powers of the Execu
tive during the never-terminated Korean 
war emergency. The Act authorizes the Presi
dent in case of war or a declared state of 
emergency to restrict foreign transactions in 
any way deemed necessary. 

Concern has been expressed in both trade 
and financial circles over the investment 
restrictions. Undoubtedly some action was 
necessary at the beginning of the year and 
the action taken was probably thought to 
be, from a practical as well as psychological 
point of view, the least harmful of all possi
bilities to our international posture. Finan
cial experts generally believe it will help 
the balance-of-payments problem in the 
short run although, in the long run, it will 
cut investment income.« The importance of 
this income factor is illustrated in a calcu-
1ation by Piquet: "If you add the amount 
of money that Americans sent abroad over 
the past thirteen years in the form of new 
direct private investznent and, in a column 
alongside of it how much Americans collected 
over those thirteen years on that cumula
tive investment, in the form of dividends, 
royalties, et cetera, you will come up with 
a plus balance of $19 billion. Restricting such 
investment is truly tantamount to 'killing 
the goose that lays the golden eggs.'" 66 

There is good reason, therefore, for conc·ern 
over the possible long-run extension of in
vestment controls. 

The impact of investment restrictions on 
trade remains to be seen. As Polk has pointed 
out, there is a close relationship between 
investment and international trade: "More
over, when international trade--especially in 
the case of the United States-is seen in 
proper relation to pr6duction abroad, very 
serious doubt is cast upon the workability of 
any trade policy initiative, such as export 
expansion, unless taken in compatible rela
tion to policy initiatives pertaining to the 
entire range of our foreign production
here namely the encouragement of invest
ment in production abroad." t6 

In the past, U.S. producers have had the 
choice of exporting to expand markets or 
investing 1n production facilities abroad. 

The result has been a rapid growth 1n U.S. 
investment abroad, and this has been the 
most dynamic force 1n the great expansion 
of world trade. It has not only produced 
sales about five times the value of our ex
ports but has been responsible for at least 
25 per cent of our exports. Any long-run 
extension of the restriction in investment 
abroad could not only slow down the 
growth of world trade but also curtail our 
·own exports. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND THE BALANCE · 0.
PAYlllIENTS 

Merchandise trade is the largest single item 
in the international accounts and contrib
utes the most important foreign exchange 
earnings of the country. Exports provide for
eign exchange equal to the total dollar vol
ume of sales, while production abroad from 
U.S. investment returns foreign exchange 
only to the extent of profits sent back to 
investors. Although the borrowing and 
lending of funds and payments for such serv
ices as shipping and insurance are important, 
their magnitude is dwarfed by merchandise 
exports and imports. In the United States 
merchandise exports account for about 64 
per cent of all receipts from abroad, while 
merchandise imports account for more than 
half of the country's payments abroad-re
ceipts and payments being on both govern
ment and private account. The remainder 
of the receipts are principally returns on 
American investments abroad, foreign funds 
seeking long-term investment in the United 
States, and travel and transportation, while 
the remainder on the payments side is ac
counted for by support of the U.S. mmtary 
establishments abroad, nonmilitary foreign 
aid, travel and transportation, and new for
eign investments. 

The exports and imports of a country 
are interrelated even though the merchan
dise exports and merchandise imports of 
a country seldom are in exact balance w1 th 
ea.ch other. The total monetary out-payments 
of the nationals of a country, however, tend 
to be balanced by their total in-payments. 
Payments received from foreigners for serv
ices rendered, such as transportation and 
insurance, have the same effect on a coun
try's international payments as merchandise 
exports, while purchases by the nationals 
of a country of the services of foreigners have 
the same effect as payments made for mer
chandise imports. 

A country can have ari excess of either 
merchandise exports or merchandise im
ports over a considerable period of time, pro-
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vided other payments offset the excess. Thus, 
throughout the latter part of the nineteenth 
century the United Kingdom's merchandise 
imports exceeded its merchandise exports 
because Britons were receiving large sums 
in the form of interest and dividends on in
vestments previously made by them in other 
countries. The excess of receipts over outgo 
was used by them to import the food and 
other consumption goods that made their 
high standard of living possible. 

The over-all balance-of-payments deficit 
(or surplus) can be shown in different ways. 
The two most usual approaches, both of 
which are shown in the official figures of the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, are known as 
the "liquidity" concept and the "official set
tlements" concept. 

The balance, computed on the liquidity 
basis, is measured by changes in U.S. offi.
cial reserve assets and in liquid liab111ties to 
all foreigners. It includes as liab111ties, which 
are a potential drain on U.S monetary re
serves, au short-term liabilities to foreign
ers, private as well as those payable to for
eign monetary authorities. It does not in
clude U.S. private short-term holdings as 
an offsetting asset entry, however, on the 
theory that the U.S. Government exercises no 
direct control over them and therefore can
not mobilize them in support of the dollar 
in an emergency. 

The balance, computed on the offi.cial set
tlement basis, is measured by changes in . 
U.S. official reserve assets, together With 
changes in liquid and certain nonliquid lia-
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. b111ties to foreign offi.cial agencies. Under this 
concept foreign short-term capital inflows 
are included, as are U.S. short-term outward 
capital flows, as regular transactions. Ac-. 
cording to this concept, the large inflows of 
foreign commercial bank funds in recent 
years have represented predominantly mar
ket-oriented business phenomena. 

The United States has had deficits in its 
international accounts every year, with only 
one exception, since 1950. Unlike Western 
Europe after World War II, and unlike the 
situation prevailing in the less-developed 
countries today, the United States has ample 
productive capacity to make up the differ
ence between American expenditures abroad 
and American receipts from foreigners. It is 
obvious from the magnitudes involved (a 
GNP of well over $800 billion, compared with 
balance-of-payments deficits of between $1.3 
billion and $4 billion a year) that the dif
ficulty does not arise from lack of economic 
strength. It is, rather, a technical problem 
in the international balancing mechanism 
and evidences lack of willingness by govern
ments to allow their national economies to 
adjust to each other through the interna
tional flow of capital and trade. 

During the period between World War I 
and World War II countries experienced' the 
difficulties of widely varying exchange rates. 
Countries vied with each other to depreci
ate the exchange values of their currencies 
so as to expand exports while trying to cur
tail imports. The result was that interna
tional commerce became hazardous and its 
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volume dwindled. The desire for stable ex
change rates became so strong that fixed 
exchange rates became the very foundation 
of the International Monetary Fund, · which 
was established by international agreement 
in 1944. 

With currencies pegged at fixed ratios rela
tive to each other and with all sorts of ob
stacles impeding the international move
ment of goods and capital (so as not to in
terfere with domestic policies deemed neces
sary to assure national economic growth and 
full employment), it becomes exceedingly 
difficult to keep the international accounts 
of all countries in balance with each other. 

In most years the balance-of-payments 
deficit of the United States has been con
siderably smaller on the offi.cial settlements 
basis than on the liquidity- basis. On either 
basis, the over-all deficits in 1965 and 1966 
were considerably smaller than in the years 
immediately preceding. In fact, in 1966, there 
was a balance-of-payments surplus of some 
$200 million on the official settlements basis. 
In 1967, however, the deficit on both bases 
widened markedly to $3.6 billion and $3.4 
billion, respectively. 

In the first quarter of 1968, the deficit on 
a "liquidity" basis declined, after seasonal 
adjustment, to $600 million from $1.845 mil
lion in the fourth quarter of 1967. On an 
offi.cial reserve transaction basis, the balance 
after seasonal adjustment, in the first quar
ter of '68, showed a deficit of $520 million 
compared with $1.220 million in the fourth 
quarter of 1967P 

TABLE 30.-U.S. BALANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS, 1960-67 

lfn billions] 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

Balance on goods and services•----- ------------ ------ - --- -- - ----- +$6. 8 +$8.2 +$7.5 +$8.2 +$10.6 +$9.0 +$7.9 +$7.8 
Merchandise exports 2 ___ __ __ _ ________ _ ________ ______ -- - --- ___ + 19. 5 + 19.9 +20.6 +22.1 +25.3 +26.3 +29.2 +30.5 Merchandise imports 2 ____ _ _ __ _ ___ ___ _ _______ _ ________ __ _____ -14.7 -14. 5 -16.2 -17.0 -18.6 -21.5 -25.5 -27.0 

Trade balance __________ ____ __ ________ ______________ _______ +4.8 + 5.4 +4.4 +5.1 +6. 7 +4.8 +3.7 +3.5 (Commercial balance) a ___ _____ _____________________________ (+2. 7) (+ 3. 3) (+ 2.2) <+2.6) (+4. 2) (+2.6) (+.8) <+.9) Balance on investment earnings ___________ _______________ _____ -;!-2. 7 +3.5 +3.9 +4. 0 +4.7 +5. 2 +5. 2 +5.6 
Travel and transportation (net>---- -- ----- -- -- --- - -- --- ------- - -1.0 -1.0 -1.2 -1.4 -1.2 -1.5 -1.4 -1.8 
Other services (net) ___ - ----- ---- ----- ____ ---- -- ___ __________ +.3 +.2 +.4 +.4 +.4 +.5 +.5 +.5 

Private U.S. capital (net>- ------ -- --------------- --------- -------- -3.9 -4.2 -3.4 -4.5 -6.5 -3.7 -4.2 -5.4 

-2.6 -2.6 -2.9 -3.7 -4.4 -4.5 -3.8 -4.3 long-term investment__ __ ______ _________ ------ ______ ___ ______ 
Direct_ ________ ___ __________________ ___ ___ ___ ____ _______ (-1.7) (-1.6) ~-1.7) (-2. 0) (-2. 4) (-3.4) (-3. 5) (-3. 0) 

shorn!~~~~~-~~~~~~~~- ~~~~~~~= ============ == =============== (-. 9) 
-1.3 

(-1. 0) 
-1.6 

-1.2) 
-.5 

(-1. 7) (-2. 0) 
-2.1 

(-1.1) (-.3) 
-.4 

(-1.3) 
-1.2 -.8 -.8 

G.S. Government transactions_-- --------------------------- ---- --- -5.5 -5.4 -5. 4 -5.9 -5.6 -5.4 -6. 3 -7.2 
Loans and grants•---- -- __ ____ ______________ ___ ____ ____ ______ -2.8 -2.8 -3.0 -3. 6 -3. 5 -3.4 -3.4 -4.1 Military (net) 6 _ _______ _ __ ___ __ ____________ _ _ __ ___ _ __________ -2.7 -2.6 -2.4 -2.3 -2.1 -2.0 -2. 8 -3.0 

"Errors and omissions" _______ ------ ______ -- ------ ______________ _ -$0.9 -$1.0 -$1.2 -$0.4 -$1.0 -$0.4 -$0. 3 -$0. 6 All other transactions 6 ____ __ __ ________ __ ________ __ __ _____ __ __ ____ -.4 --- -------- -- - +.3 -.1 -.3 -.8 +1.5 +1.8 
Balance (li~uidity basis) 1 __ ______ _ ________ ______ __ __ _______ -3.9 -2.4 -2. 2 -2.7 -2.8 -1.3 -1.4 -3 . 
Balance (o 1cial settlements basis) s _________ __ ____ __________ -3.4 -1.3 -2.7 -2.0 -1.5 -1.3 + . 2 -3.64 

1 Excluding transfers under military grants and expenditures in support of the U.S. Military Estab
lishment abroad. 

2 Exports include domestic merchandise and reexports of foreign merchandise, excluding military 
grant aid. Imports are general imports and are shown on an f.o.b. basis. 

o Includes private remittances, Government pension payments and other transfers,certain trans
actions in U.S. Government assets (other than official reserve assets and Government loans) and 
in foreign assets in the United States. 

1 Measured by increase in U.S. official reserve assets and decrease in liquid liabilities to all 
foreigners. a Excluding exports on U.S. Government account (i.e., those financed under Al D loans and grants 

under Public Law 480) most of which do not give rise to dollar receipts. Agricultural products that 
are sold for local currencies under Public Law 480 add to U.S. holdings of such currencies abroad. 

• Estimated dollar payments to foreign countries and international and regional organizations 
through U.S. Government grants and capital outflows. Figures do not include transactions involving 
no direct dollar outflow from the United States. 

s Measured by increase in U.S. official reserve assets and decrease in liquid and certain non
liqui_d liabilities to foreign official agencies. 

5 Direct military expenditures abroad less receipts under military sales contracts. 

Note: Totals and subtotals may not add because of rounding of figures to billions. 

Source: Survey of Current Business, June 1966 and March 1968. 
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overseas? 

"Mr. POLK. We estimate it is around $115 
billion. When I !say 'estimate', we have a fairly 
firm basis through 1965, that this has been 
updated by inspection. 

"Mr. BROCK. What is the output, the pro
duction output, the sales of those invest
ment overseas? 

"Mr. POLK. I estimate that at $165 billion, 
currently, with the proviso that there is a 
large possible margin of error in an estimate 
based on what we know about manufacturing 
concern!s, which represent only about a third 
of total direct investment abroad, and about 
one-sixth of the grand total investment. 
Nonetheless, I think this is a fairly good fig
ure. 

"Mr. BROCK. That would be the gross inter
national product on an annual basis? 

"Mr. POLK. Yes. I wouldn't want to overdo 
the analogy. It is not operated like a coun
try. This is cooperative production, scattered 
around the world. But in magnitude, it 1!> in 
that order. 
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Also estimated sales of investments or pro
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"Mr. POLK. By and large, 10 per cent ls a 
fair figure. 
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billion. Of this, the annual return to this 
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of $6 billion? 
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"Mr. BROCK. So we are reinvesting $10 bll

llon a year from our profits overseas? 
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ing around $4 billion from this country a 
year, aren't we? What is the capital invett
ment out? 
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vestment. 

"Mr. BROCK. So we have 10 over there, plus 
3Yz-$13.5 billion per year now on those 
investments. That is $13.5 billion. If we get a 
10 per cent return, that would mean close to 
$1.5 billion net profit we would make next 
year on the investments we are going to 
make this year? 

"Mr. PoLK. Yes, sir; counting only the 
profit on new investment. Total earning on 
all our investment would be 10 times that 
amount. And profit!; repatriated are cur
rently in the range of $6 billion a year." 
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HOW ARD SAMUELS DISCUSSES 
SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

HON. HERBERT TENZER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, since his 
appointment as Under Secretary of Com
merce in November 1967, Howard Sam
uels has distinguished himself both in 
the Commerce Department and in public 
speeches on timely issues to groups of 
businessmen across the country. 

I have had the privilege of knowing 
Howard Samuels for the past 6 years and 
he is clearly a public servant who is con
cerned about the present welfare and the 
future direction of the Nation. 

Recently Under Secretary Samuels 
commented on pressing social ·problems 
in an article appearing in the Wall Street 
Journal of May 28, 1968. 

Under unanimous consen.t, I insert at 
this point the views of my fellow New 
Yorker whose hopes for a better America 
and a better life for every American I 
share: 

Is THE ANSWER "MORE PUBLIC SPENDING"? 

(By, Howard.J. Samuels) 
The poor people's c.amp-ou_t in progress in 

the nation's capital is dramatizing the centr_al 
question of American life today-whether the 
country is doing as much as it can. Without 
jeopardizing the soundness of the economy 
on which all progress dependtr. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The "moral" case for investing more of 

the nation's wealth in public needs-educa
tion, training, health, housing, pollution con
trol-is so apparent that few would disagree. 

But many who admit the moral case argue 
that spending mo:i:e for such purposes would 
be bad economics. It would aggravate infla
tion, weaken the dollar, stunt econoinic 
growth, and in the long run kill the goose 
that lays the golden eggs. Is this true? 

As the poor people· were staking out their 
huts on the Mall the Commerce Department 
was reportfug that the gross national prod
uct for the first quarter-the measure of the 
nation's new wealth-had increased by a 
record $20 b11lion. Clearly to me the nation is 
suffering a case of economic schizophrenia-
rising private affi.uence and mounting public 
need. It is time to examine how the nation's 
wealth is being used, and whether the "mix" 
between private and public spending is right. 

We have fallen into the trap of praising 
private spending as economic virtue-no 
matter what the money is spent for-while 
condemning public spending as "wasteful." 
Air-conditioning convertibles is considered 
progress, while funds for Head Start are cut 
back as a luxury we cannot afford. 

The U.S. runs the risk of starving the 
public investment, in people and resources, 
on which much of our future economic 
growth depends: 

We spawn new industries that need more 
and more skilled people, while a fourth of 
the population drops out of high school be
fore graduation. 

The "help wanted" columns grow longer 
with offers of technical jobs, while the wel
fare lists grow longer With names of people 
who don't qualify for those jobs-but could. 

We buy more and more portable TV sets 
to take to the beach-only to find that the 
water is too polluted for swimming. 

PUBLIC COST 

Answers to these contradictions must be 
found. And While "more spending" is not 
the answer by itself, it is self-deluding to 
pretend that our public a.nd human needs 
can be met Without public cost. 

Simply spurring the economy on to greater 
growth each year Will not solve the problems 
of the cities if the greater proportion of the 
new wealth continues to be poured into 
motor boats, electric carving knives and cos
tume jewelry-while the cities decay-and 
while milllons of people remain under
educated-and unmotivated. 

Nor will "turning the problem over to free 
enterprise" solve it Private business can and 
should play a much more significant rofe, but 
it should not be expected to educate and 
motivate four-year-old ghetto kids at its own 
expense any more than it should build mis
siles at its own expense. 

It is devastating to hear so much of the 
political dialogue turn on how much spend
ing should be cut, not just today but in the 
future, while public problems deepen. After 
the Vietnam war, the argument goes in some 
quarters, taxes should be reduced a little 
each year as the means of stimulating 
growth. There is very little analysis of what 
kind of growth, growth for what, or even 
whether that really is the route to growth. 

In 1964 we cut taxes in the interest of 
stimulating the economy, of eliminating the 
"fl.seal drag." And the idea has proved to be 
vali'd. But we did not give enough thought 
to keeping taxes where they were and stimu
lating the economy by investing more in 
public needs. It was argued that higher 
spending instead of a tax cut would have 
been :politically unacceptable; Congress 
would never have approved. And that may 
be right. That is why rt is importan~ to fiegin 
a new discourse on what our priorities for 
the future wm be. 

The time has come to turn the dialogue 
around, to examine in depth the trade-otI 
in botli economic and human terms between 
future tax cuts and more· public investment. 
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The time is- coming when that kind of choice 
will be upon us . 

We will have some critical choices to make: 
Cut taxes and spend! our incomes for what
ever extra luxuries we· wish, or invest more 
for some of the: things we. cannot buy as 
individuals-schools, parks, education of the 
disadvantaged, economic re-development of 
decaying areas. 

Increasingly the evidence of recent years 
has pointed to the impressive economic gains 
from investment· in human development. 
They are harder to measure than investment 
in steel and concrete, but . just as real. 

Estimates by some of our experts- conclude 
that about half the growth in output in the 
last: 50 years has· come from investments. in 
education, training_ and health. 

Improved education in the past few dec
ades has raiSed the average quality of labor 
by a third-quality that is translated daily 
into higher production. 

Or look at the investment in health, in 
purely econoinic terms. Since the turn of 
the century the increase in life expectancy 
has enlarged the work force by 25 % . 

The future capacity of this country to 
produce will depend more on developing 
"human capital" than on, striving for new 
peaks of affi.uence. The examples of Germany 
and Japan have offered strikinr; evidence of 
the economic importance of human capital. 
They rose-from Mhes to affluence in less than 
20 years. Their. greatest asset~ an educated, 
motivated population. 

This country can no longer afford the 
waste of slums and ghettos. A society can
not expect to prosper indefinitely bedded in 
social tension so deep that it erupts into 
riots as predictable as summer. But in. more 
specific terms, society needs the productive 
capacities of these people as much. as they 
need the help· of society. 

Few economic analysts fear, as they once 
did, that automation will flood the country 
with unusable. manpower. The foreseeable 
problem is one of finding enough qualified 
people for the more demanding jobs. 

A recent Government study predicted that 
in the decade ending in 1975 employment 
would grow 26%. The greatest growth will 
be in jobs calling for higher levels of educa
tion. White collar jobs are expected to grow 
38 % while blue collar jobs gi::ow 17 % . Plain 
laboring jobs will grow scarcely at all. 

We have enough experience with man
power training and retraining now to know 
thait a high percentage of those unemployed 
or under-employed can be fitted for existing 
jobs. There is some delay on the return, and 
some waste in the process; but the retu:rn 
when it comes in ls manifold. 

A man or woman salvaged from idleness 
and welfare creates a double economic ben
efit. By earning his own way he saves the 
public the $2,500 it costs, to keep a family of 
four on. welfare, and at the same time. con
tributes $6,000 to the gross, national. product 
by his earnings. 

RISK OF SLOWING 

The argument is often made that a dollar 
spent in the public sector does not have the 
same economic "impact" as a dollar spent on 
a car, TV set or groceries. Thus diverting 
funds to public purposes risks slowing the 
rate of eeonomic growth. 

That could happen, to some extent, if tne 
spending were managed, badly. But it need 
not. 

Growth is dependent on the increase of 
markets for our output, on the ingenuity of 
businessmen and their alertness to new op
portunities. It is d~endent also on main
taining investment incentives in the business 
community and a steady improvement in the 
productive quality of the labor source. None 
of these forces for growth need be under
mined by a; prudent" shift of some of our 
extra annual output into public investment. 

It would not reduce markets as a; whole. 
Whether a dollar is spent by a; private con-
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sumer or by the government, the end ls stlll 
the purchase of goods. A dollar spent for 
teacher training is promptly transformed 
into purchasing power by the redpient. How
ever spent, the money still ends up in the 
cash registers of the private sector. 

On top of that, if public spending helps 
bring into the main stream of the economy
and into the mass market--those people now 
on the fringes it creates a new source of de
mand to fuel business growth. 

And business incentive would certainly 
not be shot down by the kind of marginal ex
tra taxes required; it is not that fragile. 

The whole conception of "more public 
spending" is too easily dismissed in boom 
times like these as being inflationary. It 
would be, of course, without taxes to pay for 
it. 

But there is nothing inflationary about 
channeling an increased proportion of na
tional spending into the public instead of the 
private sector. Quite the contrary. Properly 
used, public spending can help combat in
flation. 

Certain sectors of the economy-like con
struction, medical services--contribute more 
than their share of inflationary pressure be
cause demand for these services outstrips 
supply. Funds spent to develop workers and 
build factories, or foster technological ad
vance, would alleviate the pressure. 

Can the U.S. afford to spend more than it 
does for public needs without taking a cut
back in the standard of living? Clearly it 
can-as long as the economy can be kept 
growing as well as it has so far in this 
decade. 

We have been growing at an average rate 
in real terms of almost 5 % a year. This 
growth adds $35 billion of new wealth to the 
economy each year, more than the entire out
put of Sweden and Switzerland combined. Of 
that amount, some $20 billion is retained in 
added private affluence with the rest going to 
increase government spending or business 
investment. 

EXTRA INVESTMENT 

It takes about half of the $20 billion to 
keep the &tandard of llving where it is, allow
ing for growth in population. If for just a few 
years the other $10 billion were devoted to 
extra investment in public needs, within five 
years the nation could have available $50 
billion more each year for such purposes. 

That would represent about a 50% gain 
over the amounts of wealth consumed in 1967 
at all levels of government excluding defense; 
perhaps it would not even take that much to 
do the job. And if our investment proves 
sound, our future taxes will be le.ss because 
of lower social costs and greater productivity. 

How much extra taxes would it take? It is 
impossible to tell until future defense needs 
are known. But with the end of Vietnam, 
raising taxes just half way back to the level 
that prevailed before the 1964 tax cut--or 
keeping in force the 10 % surcharge-would 
probably be enough. It should permit some 
continued rise in the standard of living and 
a budget reasonably in balance at the same 
time. 

Spending by itself, of course, would cure 
few social ills. Doubling the money spent 
on education would not double the results 
if the money were simply pumped into the 
same stale system. Spending more in a wel
fare system as degrading as it is bureau
cratic would not solve the problem of wel
fare. But funds used creatively-say, to res
cue children from the cycle of poverty even 
before kindergarten-is something else. Gov
ernment, with the aid o! the best private ex
perts, would have to analyze the problems 
in depth and plan its response intelligently. 
But that can be done. 

Any corporation with the long-range inter
est of its stockholders in mind will pass up 
some Of the dividends it could declare each 
year and invest for tomorrow. The nation 
must do the same. 
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TEN WEEKS AS POSTMASTER 
GENERAL 

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI 
01' NBW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, our new 
Postmaster General, W. Marvin Watson, 
has been obtaining a fast baptism in the 
operation of the Post Office Department. 

He discusses his early impressions in a 
guest editorial he has written for the 
June 26 edition of the Federal Times: 

THE POSTAL SERVICE 

(By Postmaster General W. Marvin Watson) 
During the past weeks I have visited more 

than 30 postal installations and greeted al
most 10,000 individual postal employes. 

I wish I could somehow change that last 
figure to 711,000. For I would very much like 
to meet each one of you individually. 

I can't do that, of course. But through 
this fine publication I can tell you what I 
would if I did have the chance to sit down 
with each of you. 

Last week, when I spoke to the National 
Press Club, my host followed the tradition 
of joshing the speaker by mentioning that, 
as a deacon in the Baptist Church, instead 
of being sworn in as Postmaster General, I 
probably should have had a total immersion 
ceremony. 

I didn't have the chance to tell him that 
I have been having one. In the 10 weeks since 
I became Postmaster General, I have been 
totally immersed. in postal problems and 
challenges, sometimes a little too deeply for 
comfort. 

But I think that is what makes this posi
tion such an important and exciting oppor
tunity. 

As I mentioned at that same Press Club 
luncheon, I have come to realize that the 
postal service is an overlooked cornerstone of 
democracy. 

We of the postal system bear a major re
sponsib111ty, as federal employes and as good 
citizens. I like to think of responsib111ty as 
an old-fashioned American virtue which, in 
the complex, dizzying pace of events today, 
is too often obscured or neglected-in our 
work and in our lives. 

I would doory any disintegration of respon
sib111ty. I think we ought to learn again the 
necessity to care about others and to accept 
our share of responsibillty for the world in 
which we live and the communities which 
we serve. 

The postal employe ls no less important in 
his role as an exemplary citizen as well as a 
good worker; he serves the public good as 
well by raising good children as by swift de
li very of the mails. 

My personal desire throughout my term 
as Postmaster General is to carry out the 
policies of President Johnson in the very 
best way I know how. I accept fully my re
sponsibillty toward the mail service and 
toward my country, and I invite all postal 
employees to share these responsibilities with 
me, in their own ways, in their own com
munities. 

I have seen first hand the high quality 
of our postal workers. I know how well you 
can accomplish whatever task you dedicate 
yourself to. During my inspections of postal 
fac111ties I have been deeply impressed by the 
kind o! talented, conscientious individuals 
who are my fellow postal workers. I feel cer
tain that we have the personnel to carry out 
our responsibilities as we see them. 

One of these involves our new regulations 
on the movement of firearms through the 
mails. The question of gun control is under 
consideration by Congress. Our new postal 
rules are the least we can do to assist with 
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that effort, to help President Johnson and 
local law enforcement agencies everywhere 
prevent the indiscriminate, unwholesome 
traffic in lethal weapons._ 

Enforcement of these regulations will de
pend upon our postal employes, and I am cer
tain that I can count upon your cooperation 
in the name of the common good which de
mands such action. 

Another responsibility, one which I would 
like to reemphasize, is equal employment 
opportunity. I believe with President John
son that all of us must share that commit
ment. We must see to it that every American 
has equal opportunity to education, to a job 
that suits his abilities, to a home of his 
choice and to the full life to which all Amer
icans are entitled. 

In this endeavor, I ask the cooperation of 
every American. I have requested that post
masters of first-class offices bear an even 
greater share of the load commensurate with 
their positions as federal installations heads 
and community leaders. But equal oppor
tunity in its truest sense implies a universal 
responsibility, a participation by postmasters, 
employees and citizens alike. 

I am convinced that more than anything 
it is the everyday practice of equal oppor
tunity that has the greatest meaning. It must 
be a continuing consideration in the hearts 
and minds of us all. 

POVERTY IS NOT ALONE THE PROB
LEM OF THE POOR, BUT OF ALL 
PEOPLE, ARTHUR GODFREY DE
CLARES WHEN ADDRESSING SUB
JECT OF PATRIOTISM 

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, our 
good friend, Arthur Godfrey, in deliver
ing a Memorial Day address in Carbon
dale, Ill., cogently discussed the changes 
in patriotism which have developed in 
our country. His comments were timely 
and perceptive. 

This famous pilot, entertainer, and 
doer of good deeds recalled that, while a 
proud colorbearer of his Boy Scout 
Troop during participation in Decora
tion Day ceremonies in New Jersey, he 
noted that a service star flag was dis
played in the front window of almost 
every home along the parade route. He 
deplored the tendency today not to mani
fest the same r.everence and display of 
patriotism. 

Ref erring with vigor to our commit
ment in Vietnam and to the sacrifices 
being made by our gallant soldiers, 
sailors, marines, and airmen there, Mr. 
Godfrey suggested that we take our cue 
from those young patriots and du our 
share to build a better world. In this 
sense, he said, we must realize that 
racism is not the problem of the minori
ties, but the problem of all people, and 
that poverty is not alone the problem of 
the poor but, indeed, is a problem of the 
well-to-do-a problem of all Americans. 

In addressing graduating classes in 
West Virginia, I spoke of the task of 
the graduates' generation to seek to make 
a reality of our national aspirations for 
brotherhood and true racial equality. 
Much as the distinguished Mr. Godfrey 
said on the occasion of his Memorial Day 
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address, I noted that the call to brother
hood is really the call of patriotism, too. 
For so long as we deny to men and 
women jobs for reason of race or ethniC.: 
origin, each of us must live in partial 
want. So long as we deny a hom~ on any 
street in any t©wn or city for reasons. 
of race or ethnic origin, each of us is 
denied spiritual fulfillment. 

I say, too, that patriotism will be re
quired as the generation of youth ad
dresses the task of developing a more 
rational and a wiser approach to the use 
ef our bountiful but not unlimited nat
ural resources--in cleaning our streams 
and lakes--in purifying our smog-laden 
air-in reclaiming our eroded land-and 
in replenishing our. depleted forests. All 
of these will be acts of patriotism. 
M~ President,, I am one of Arthur 

Godfrey's admirer.s and one of his 
friends, who thoroughly appreciates the 
fact that our esteemed colleague from 
Kawai! [Mr. INOUYE] had the gentle ... 
man's thought-provoking and inspiring 
speech placed in the RECORD of Wedhes-
day, June 19, 1968. 

DlALOG ON COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING 

HON. WAYNE MORSE 
OF OREGON 

IN THE SENATE~ OF THE UNITED- STA.TES 

Friaay, June Zt, 1!16.8 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a most 
fnteresting series of articles was· pub
lished by tire Christian Science Monitor· 
Iast April and May, farming, a '"dialog" 
on coilecth~e bai:gaining by various- lead
ers in industry, labor~. and, government. 
Many- wise thing~and some not so 
wise-were: saiid by participants in this: 
"dialog," and F commend 1lfiese articles· 
to Senators. 

One of tfie wisest; remarks, in my vfewr 
was made by Mk. Theodore Kheel when 
he said: 

The best way to minimize> strikeS' and re
assure the public is by impreving the bar
gaining process. 

I know· we al1 hope th.at labor- and 
manag,ement will seek. to do this .. 

I was struck arso by the fact that all 
but one of the management leaders
quoted in these articles def ended the 
right ta strike as a part of the_ collectiv;e. 
bargaining process. With one exception,, 
they opposed compulsory airbitration. 

That is my position also. 1 have not 
changed. So long as. WAYNE. MORSE stays; 
in the Senate, he will fight any attempt 
to fasten a· system of compulsory arbi
tration into our labor laws. 

I agree with quoted. remarks of two 
prominent labor leaders in this news
paper "dial-0g." Presi-Oent I. W .. Abel of. 
the Steelworkers said:. 

We woultl be hard put to :find· anything 
... that works as well as our free collective· 
bargaining system'. More than 95 percent of '. 
contract negotiations are resolve<t har
moniously without a strike or lockout. It· 
would be tragic l'f" this process, which gen
erally worR:s. so well~ is tampered with be
cause of an occasion~l s1lrike: 
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President P. L. Siemiller, of the Ma
chinists, declared : 

Strikes are not typical of collective bar
gaining. Year in and year out, we reach• 
peaceful settlements in 97 or 98 per cent Of 
negotiations with. thousands of employers, 
without the loss. of a single hoW''S produc
tion. But strikes are necessary to collective 
bargaining. If the· employer knows that his 
employees have no recourse--no right to 
strike--he has no reason to make 
concessions. · 

The public should be aware of these 
facts. They are the essential bedrock of 
the American system of labor-manage
ment relations. Yet "we do face the prob
lem of the occasional strike that ca uses 
wide disruption-the so-called national 
emergency dispute. 

On this topic. the Christian Science 
Monitor's "dialog" al.so offers some inter- . 
esting thoughts. I note that the spokes~ 
man for the railroad industry, Mr. J. P. 
Hiltz, Jr., does fa.vora system of compul
sory arbitration in that industry. 

A spokesman for the railway brother
hoods, Mr. G. E. Leighty, chairman of 
the Railway Labor Executives' Associa
tion, offers what seems to me to be a 
more reasonable appl'oach. Mr Leighty 
is quoted as follo.ws :-

We in railroad labor are well a ware of1 the 
tear that a railroad strike would paralyze 
the national economy. But compulsory ar
bitration is not the answer. What's needed 
is some practical alternative that would avoid 
both economic paralysis and "Big Daddy" 
government compulsion to force private em
ployees to work for less· pay than they could 
win by their own free efforts. 

Mr. Leighty, according to the Monitor, 
suggested three possible alternatives: 
Ffrs-t. Allowing· natfonal· railroad' strikes 
that woul'd not interfere with the move
ment of freight essential to the national· 
defense. and public health. Second. If 
workers are barred from striking; seizure 
of the railroads and. impounding- of the 
profits pending a. voluntary seutlement. 
Third" Allowing- strikes Ifinited to a few 
roads, instead of an of them, to minimize 
the impact. · 

Of these alternatives, the third may be 
the most practical, though I would re 
mind the Senate that several Presidents 
have in fa;c1J, seized the railroads in the, 
cdurse of la;bor disputes. 

The word "deescalation" has come. 
into popular use in connection with· 
the war in Vietnam. Perhaps the way. 
t,o a void congressional intervention in 
tuture railroad disputes> would be. tOi 
deescalate the: size of any strikes--al
though the best answer, of course, is for 
i:he parties to settle 1lhese disputes at 
the bargaining- table without a strike, 
as they ha v.e usually done. 

I wish to comment briefty on a iew 
a.ther suggestions ma.de in the Moniton's 
"dialog." One is the idea of a labor court. 
to decide l'abo:r disputes. That is simply 
compulsory arbitration under another 
name; labor disputes cannot be, strait
jacketed into courtroom procedures. An-· 
other proposal is to outlaw industryWide. 
bargaining or coordinated bargaining·. 
The effect of that, as I see it, rs simply 
to weight the scales of law against the• 
empl0yees and in favor o:f.I laFge enr
porate managements. 

A third proposal ts- to put. wage con-· 
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tracts under the antitrust laws. This 
harks back to the old 19th century no
tion that labor unions are a kind of con
spiracy. It ignores the.fact that the anti
trust laws concern the manufacture and 
pricing of commodities. Unions are as. 
much covered by them as industry is now 
proscribed by the-antitrust laws. 

The Clayton Act of 1914 specifically· 
excluded the legitimate activities of 
labOr unions from the antitrust laws 
with the declaration: 

The labor of a human being is not a com
modity or article of commerce. 

What was. true in 1914 about the labor 
of a 'human being· remains true in 1968,. 
and I see no useful purpose in expand
ing the law to cover collective bargaining. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text· 
of the newspaper articles be printed in
the Extensions of Remarks. 

There being ne objection~ the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GOOD FAITH STRESSED--UPDATED BARGAINING 

FA.VORED 

(Experts in labor-management relations 
ha:ve been. asked to respond to a recent 
Christian Science Monitor report on collec
tive bargaining. Compiled by labor corre
spondent Ed Townsend, the first ol a, series 
of dialogues examines this question: "Is the· 
collective, bargaining process outmoded.?") 

Hard. and potentially critical bargaining 
ahead in a number of major industries this 
spring and summer could send strike :figures 
skyro:cketing again this year. 

New questions pop up about collective bar .. 
gaining: Is it outmoded? Does it have a fu
ture--not just a . past? Has it, developed. inta 
massive power plays that serve to bring. 
a.bout major crises. and gov.ernment 1nter
ven tion? 

In a recent internew in the Monrtor, New 
Y:or.k labol'. lawyer Theodore W. Kheel was 
asked whether he felt that the, collective-bar
gaining process is doom.ed. 
"No~Emphatically no,~· said Mr. Kheel. 
However; he said thai: while he is con

vinced that there is no workable alternative 
to collective bargaining, he believes that the 
process can and should be improved. 

Experts agree with Mr. Kheel tha-t' free· 
collective bargaining is alive--and should 
be kept: that way~ But· their responses· to 
questions by this newspaper indicate dif
ferences of opinion about what should oe
done to preserve barg~ining"" as a fair and 
l'easonable way ef handling labor-manag_e
ment relations: 

Peter J. PestlllO-, far the· Chamber o! 
Commerce of. the United States:· 

"Free collective, bargaining is the best 
device available to organized labor and, 
mana-gement· as a. means of resolving dif
ferences. . . ~ But collective bargaining is 
in trouble. . . . Many union leaders s.eem to 
resort to strikes in oi:der to prmle their. 
militancy. Rank and :file rejections of settle
ments and union leaders have, further handi
capped'. free collective. bargaining. Yet col
lective bargaining is wor_th sav.ing ... ... 

"Mr. Kheel has· not o1Iered. what we con
sJder the only solution. Unions have simply 
oeen allowed to grow too powerful. Add to 
this g,overnment interference on the union 
sfde ... and our labor laws, (that) favor 
unions .... To succeed, collective bargain-
ing requires parties of comparable strength 
opera ting under the same se.t. of rules. To
day's doubre standar.cr labor laws. do, not 
permit thiS". We believe. they must be 
changed. . . When the law· begins, to oper
ate tl".le same way for business and labor,_ 
collective, bargaining should worlt as we 
expect." · 
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Arthur J. Goldberg, United States ambas

sador to the United Nations, former Secre
tary of Labor, before the counsel for AFL
CIO and the United Steelworkers: 

"The state of labor-management relations 
is, by and large, good. It is only a myth that 
the basic relationship between management 

· and labor is one of all-out conflict and that 
every agreement is a mere truce before the 
next battle. 

"This hasn't always been so, but whatever 
changes may come in technology, in the 
labor force and in the organization of indus
trial production, I believe certain funda
mentals will remain. Just as political democ
racy has survived vast social changes . . . 
so I expect that the fundamentals of indus
trial democracy will survive ... and, the 
nation will continue to depend primarily 
upon free collective bargaining as the best 
safeguard of the interests of workers, man
agement and the public. 

"But collective bargaining is not a tidy, 
logical system. No system can possibly be 
tidy and logical which depend essentially 
upon a freely negotiated compromise be
tween opposing principles." 

Ambassador Goldberg concluded, in "per
sonal views," that the fact management and 
labor are able to do this "with almost 
monotonous regularity, however illogical the 
results may often appear, is one of the great
est strengths of our free American system." 

J. W. Keener, president, B. F. Goodrich 
Company: 

"I would certainly agree that collective 
barganing is not dead. On the other hand, 
I think it should be recognized that the col
lective bargaining process is in real danger 
of being severely undermined by some cur
rent trends and events. Of these, I believe 
the most serious . . . is the callous disre
gard on the part of too many union leaders 
for the total responsibilities which parties 
to any collective barganing negotiations 
must share." 

Carl Hageman, vice-president, Union Car
bide Corporation: 

"The labor crisis today does not result 
from a failure of the collective bargaining 
process. Rather, it results from the exces
sive power of labor unions to magnify the 
impact of infrequent breakdowns in this 
process and to achieve inflationary settle
ments. Responsibility for these develop
ments lies not only with certain unions but 
with the National Labor Relations Board and 
the courts." 

William F. May, chairman, American Can 
Company, chairman of the National Associa
tion of Manufacturer Industrial Relations 
Committee: 

"Where a labor-management relationship 
e~ists, free collective bargaining is the best 
method for determining wages, hours, and 
working conditions compatible with demo
cratic ideals and the most effective utiliza
tion of our manpower resources." 

Mr. May quotes NAM: "Despite occasional 
breakdowns, the collective-bargaining proc
ess has been an important stabilizing in
fluence in our industrial system:• 

Mr. May: "The basic crisis today . . . ls 
that just those agencies of government which 
should be promoting collective bargaining, 
as contemplated by Congress, are working at 
cross-purposes with that objective. Rather 
than promote collective bargaining, the Na
tional Labor Relations Board (NLRB) and the 
courts have too frequently promoted unions 
and unionism." 

Peter Bommarito, president, the United 
Rubber Workers: 

"A campaign to destroy the democratic 
process of free collective bargaining-and 
therefore to undermine the wages and bene
fits of workers-:-now is under way. In certain 
instances employers have invited or pro
voked strikes. . . . Companies banded to
gether in mutual assistance pacts sabotage 
free collective bargaining .... Pessimistic 
about the future of free collective bargain-
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ing, the companies advocate passage of laws 
that would, in effect, hamstring the free 
collective bargaining process. 

"We have faith in free collective bargain
ing. . .. It works but it requires goodfaith 
bargaining. It is our joint responsib11lty to 
make it work .... Collective bargaining 
must become more than a few weeks of 
meetings just before the contract deadline." 
· Sen. Robert F. Griffin (R) of Michigan: 

"I believe the time has come when we 
should establish a joint bipartisan commit
tee on industrywide bargaining (in Congress) 
with a specific mandate to review and recom
mend revisions of laws relating to industry
wide collective bargaining and industrywide 
strikes and lockouts. . . . In this decade, we 

· have seen industrywide bargaining, and the 
awesome consequences of industrywide 
strikes, evolve into the nightmare of the 
American econO'IIlic structure. . . . National 
paralysis can set in when a labor-man~e
men t dispute involves not merely one em
ployer and his workers-but all or most of 
the employers and unions representing the 
workers in an entire industry." 

The Rev. Benjamin L. Mass, associate 
editor, America: 

"Collective bargaining . . . is clearly pref
erable to the only available alternatives: 
compulsory arbitration (which means ulti
mately government dictation) and unilateral 
decisionmaking by employers." 

P. L. Slemmer, president, International 
Association of Machinists: 

"If collective bargaining is going to suc
ceed, both the labor side and management 
must be strong and effective .... Both must 

·believe in free collective bargaining-with all 
its inconveniences-if we believe in our own 
peculiar American-type free enterprise sys
tem. It's even more important than making 
the railroads run on time,'' a reference to 
congressional action that required compul
sory arbitration to avoid a railroad strike. 

Sen. Jacob K. Javlts (R) of New York: 
· "I have faith in free collective bargaining 

as an institution. I also believe there can be 
no such thing as free collective bargaining 
without the right to strike and the correla
tive right, on the part of management, to 
take a strike rather than accept a proposal 
when it is unwilling to do so." 

Mr. May: "Collective bargaining is the best 
mechanism through which differences can 
be settled and objectives obtained by both 
management and labor ..•• The principal 
problem •.• is that in many, if not most, 
instances true collective bargaining can exist 
only when the economic and punitive powers 
of the two parties are approximately equal 
and the results of disagreement affect each 
party with equal adversity. Today, union 
power which has increased over the pa:st· 
three decades and which has been supported 
by the prounion decisions of the NLRB and 
the courts, prevents collective bargaining 
from occurring. 

"I believe that collective bargaining should 
be preserved and that we should not resort 
to compulsory arbitration, government seiz
ure, factfinding committees or the ad hoc 
'arsenal of weapons' approach suggested by 
Mr. Kheel. I believe that a balance of power 
must be restored and this will be done only 
through basic labor law reform and the 
curtaiilment of powers of NLRB." 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and gen
eral counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 

"As an employer adviser on the U.S. dele
gation to the International Labor Organiza
tion in Geneva in 1966 and 1967 . . . it was 
appalling to me to learn how widespread 
is the acceptance of government compulsion 
in one form or another in fixing the economic 
relationship between employers and workers." 

Virgil Day, vice-presdient, General Elec
tric Company: 

"Mr. Kheel's articulate comments on col
lective bargaining give a good longer range 
perspective if we can solve some of the 
current problems-but the question of 
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whether collective bargaining wm survive 
I think remains. I am with Mr. Kheel when 
he defends free collective bargaining, as 
c;>pposed to compulsory arbitration and the 
like, but I suggest his position is not nearly 
responsive ehough to the very real j>ublic 
concern over repeated strikes and public 
inconvenience-too often followed by pub
lic-harming and excessive settlements feed
ing inflationary fires. 

"We do need to save collective bargaining. 
But we will not save it if the public pa
tience is much further strained. We need 
to find new answers within the framework 
of free collective bargaining (and) develop 
new resourcefulness responsive to the insti~ 
tutional needs of the parties and the re
quirements of the public." 

I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers 
of America: 

"We would be hard put to find any
thing ... that works as well as our free col
lective bargaining system. More than 95 per
cent of contract negotiations are resolved 
harmoniously without a strike or lockout. It 
would be tragic if this process, which gen
erally works so well, is tampered with be
cause of an occasional strike." 

Sam Zagoria,' member, National Labor Re
lations Board: 

"I second most of Ted Kheel's thoughts on 
the value, indeed the indispensability, of 
collective bargaining as the heart of healthy 
industrial relations. I agree, too, that it can 
and should be improved ..•. The public 
should be given an increased opportunity to 
affect settlements, not by direct advocacy at 
the bargaining table but by the molding and 
mobilizing of public opinion in -cases where 
the parties have not been able to adjust their 
differences." 

J. P. Hiltz Jr., chairman, National Rail
way Labor Conference, the industry bargain
ing association: 

"I don't think the collective barg~ini~g 
process is outmoded; I don't think that 
compulsory arbitration has to be anathema 
to free society, as Mr. Kheel says it is; and I 
don't condone using the settlement of labor 
disputes as a testing ground for the philo
sophical theories of third parties. . • . There 
are instances where collective bargaining 
cannot provide the proper solution to a dis
pute . . . where the bargaining strength of 
one party to the process so outweighs that 
of the other party as to make the reaching 
of an equitable settlement impossible-espe
cially when the stronger party employs its 
strength in a ruthless effort to obtain an un
warranted advantage. 

"If the railroad unions elect to employ the 
advantage of strength which they bring to 
the bargaining table in a ruthless manner in 
order to obtain an unwarranted advantage
as some of them have-will collective bar
gaining, backed up by the right to strike, 
work? 

"The answer, of course, is that it win work 
only if management accedes to all demands, 
which obviously is not in the public interest, 
and signs its own financial death warrant in 
order to forestall a possible demise through 
strike action. This type of labor-management 
process is not collective bargaining: It· is 
coercive settlement. 

George H. Hildebrand, professor, New York 
State School of Industrial and Labor Rela
tions, Cornell: 

"Is the collec,tive bargaining process out
moded? I agree that the answer is empha
tically no. In essence, collective bargaining 
is the use of collective representation to 
write the rules of the employment relation
ship on a private basis. If the sys-tern could 
be abolished, it would have to be supplanted 
by a great deal of detailed federal and state 
regulation in the same field, and this would 
be undesirable for many reasons." 

Joseph A. Beirne, president, Communica
tions Workers of America.: 

"I believe that the process of collective 
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bargaining may be on the threshold Or sig
nificant evolution. Many of our industrial 
problems, because of the very complexity of 
their composition, are moving away from the 
confines o! the work place. They are blend
ing with the problems of the vast urban 
area .••• 

"As our environment deteriorates under 
the assaults of a heavily populated industrial 
society, the buying power o! a 15-cent wage 
increase may appear less attractive to work
ers than an atmosphere that can be breathed 
without coughing or a water supply that can 
be drunk .•.. It is very clear that the col
lective bargaining process is going to be 
changing." 

J. P. Hiltz, Jr., National Railway Lab">r 
Conference: 

"I think the tendency to regard labor dis
putes as areas in which theories of philosophy 
and salesmanship and feats of illusion and 
enchantment can be practiced or tried out 
should be avoided to every extent." 

Mr. Kheel: 
"Even members of the so-called intellec

tual community seem to want to find a sub
stitute for collective bargaining. They find 
it unsystematic and ineffi.cient, cardinal of
fenses to an orderly mind. The search for an 
alternative has severely damaged the image 
of collective bargaining. It has obscured the 
fact that collective bargaining is the most 
successful example of how conflicts between 
groups of people can best be adjusted. In my 
opinion, there is no workable alternative to 
collective bargaining in a democratic society." 

PUBLIC INTEREST STRESSED, Too-RIGHT TO 
STRIKE HELD BASIC TO BARGAINING 

(Experts in labor-management relations 
have been asked to respond to a recent inter
view in The Christian Science Monitor on 
collective bargaining. Compiled by labor cor
respondent Ed Townsend, this second in a 
series of dialogues examines the question: 
"Should something be done to eliminate 
strikes?") 

Prolonged, costly strikes have increased 
public demands for legislative or other meas
ures to eliminate walkouts that today may 
hurt the public. 

In a recent interview in this newspaper 
New York labor lawyer-mediator-arbitrator 
Theodore W. Kheel described a strike or lock
out as "indispensable" to free collective bar
gaining. He said that the possible losses in
volved on both sides are "the most effective 
strike deterrent ever devised." 

Not everybody agrees with Mr. Kheel on 
the strike issue: 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Cement: 

"The right to strike is indispensable to 
free collective bargaining. However, the right 
should not be without its risks. The employer 
must retain his right to keep his plant open 
and continue to operate. Barriers to the exer
cise of that right should be removed." 

George E. Leighty, chairman, Railway 
Labor Executives Association, the railroad 
union group: 

"There is no substitute for the right to 
strike. . . . One big reason why railroad 
workers lag in pay and working conditions 
is that the government refuses to allow a 
national railroad strike. The fact destroys 
the railroad companies' incentive to bargain." 

J. P. Hiltz Jr., chairman, National Rail
way Labor Conference, the industry group: 

"The railroad industry is a prime exam
ple of the imbalance of strength between 
bargaining parties. Railroads are and have 
been one of the financially weaker industries. 
. . . They therefore are less able to stand a 
strike than some industries and they are 
less able to overcome increased wage costs 
as easily as some industries do by raising 
prices . .. . 

"Even if they w~nted to take a strike, it 
is almost certain that the government would 
seize their properties .... Management's 
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strength in railroad labor disputes is severely 
limited by economic and regulatory consid
erations. . • . Recent experience underlines 
the importance of a permanent system for 
final determination of disputes which can
not be equitably resolved in normal collec
tive bargaining .... Such a system would 
be as effective in promoting collective bar
gaining free of a crisis atmosphere and politi
cal pressures as some think the unrestricted 
right to strike would be.'' (Railroad labor and 
management are exploring new ways of deal
ing with vital issues "far removed from the 
pressures of the bargaining table.'') 

Virgil B. Day, vice-president, General Elec
tric Company: 

"The main source of public agitation now 
is basically that the strike has become a 
weapon which injures the public more than 
management or the enterprise at which it is 
ostensibly directed. Management never wel
comes a strike, but basically management is 
willing to pay the price of free collective bar
gaining and is more concerned over what al
ternatives might be imposed if the public 
gets fed up with strikes and blows the 
whistle. 

"What we need basically are measures 
which would preserve the strike but limit its 
impact to the enterprise and the manage
ment against which it is directed, protect
ing the public .... One basic way of limiting 
the impact of strikes on the public would 
be to deescalate the score of bargaining 
impasses. 

"If this is true, the rise of such new ap
proaches as coalition bargaining, like the 
old one of industrywide bargaining, go pre
cisely the wrong direction .... An addition
al safeguard should be to provide employees 
with safeguards that enable them to regis
ter their views on vital decisions, such as 
whether to strike." 

Sen. Jacob K. Ja.vits (R) of New York: 
"In a democracy, there is no such thing as 

an absolute right. . .. The right to strike 
or to accept a stTike must be subordinated 
when, but only when, an activity directly 
required by the nation is involved .... Last 
summer, during the railroad strike, I felt 
that it was shocking that the country could 
be in such a predicament without any per
manent legislation on the books to deal with 
the situation." 

The Rev. Benjamin L. Masse, associate 
editor, America: 

"I think the warlike aspects of strikes and 
walkouts are overly deemphasized [by Mr. 
Kheel]. The suffering often associated with 
a strike, for the innocent public as well as 
for strikers and their families, is very real, 
as a.re the bellicose passions aroused." 

Carl Hageman, vice-president, Union Car
bide Corporation: 

"International unions ... have been pur
suing different courses of action [industry
wide, area.wide or coalition bargaining) lead
ing to enlargement of the impact area of 
their collective bargaining .... The results 
have been bigger and bigger strikes or threats 
thereof, accompanied by an enlarging im
pact on the national economy and serious 
public inconvenience or true national 
emergencies." 

Sen. Robert P. Griffi.n (R) of Michigan: 
"The basic right to strike should be pre

served in the private sector, but we must 
strive to minimize the use of the strike and 
to develop other, more civilized methods of 
settling economic disputes. . .. Congress and 
the government should move in the direction 
of finding new substitutes for the strike and 
the lockout-substitutes which are fair and 
in the public interest.'' 

William F. May, chairman, American Can 
Company and chairman of National Asso
ciation of Manufaoturers' Industrial Rela
tions Committee: 

"The right of the parties to reach a volun
tary agreement requires acceptance of the 
fact that failure to reach the agreement may 
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result in a strike or lookout. This poesibllity 
and its attendant inconvenience are part of 
the price we must pay for the maintenance 
of responsible collective bargaining." 

Oharles Cogen, president, American Fed
eration of Teachers: 

"Collective bargaining is Sit the heart of 
the democratic process as it applies to labor
management relations [and) collective bar
gaining without the possibility of strikes is 
meaningless-the collectivity of employees 
must have the right to say 'no' at the crucial 
time ... or else they are unques.tlonably at 
the mercy of the employer." 

P. L. Slemmer, president, International As
sociation of Machinists: 

"Strikes are not typical of colleotive bar
gaining. Year in and year out, we reach peace
ful settlements in 97 or 98 percent of nego
tiations with thousands of employers, with
out the loss of a single hour's production. 
But strikes are necessary to collective bar
gaining. If the employer knows th.at his em
ployees have no recourse-no right to 
strike-he has no reason to make conces
sions .... He risks nothing by giving nega
tive answers to every union proposal.'' 

"The more free oollective bargaining is un
dermined through strikebreaking legislation, 
the more government is going to directly reg
ulate other aspects of the employer-employee 
relationship .... lit is impossible in the long 
run to limit the righrts o! workers without 
limiting the rights of management. rt is but 
a short step from government determination 
of wages, hours, and working conditions to 
government determination of prices, profits 
and production." 

William K. Zinke, vice-president for in
dustrial relations, National Association of 
Manufaoturers: 

"The rising tide of strikes-41 million man
days lost during work stoppages in 1967-
undersoores the need for labor-law reforms 
to redress the imbalance of power between 
management and labor at the bargaining ta
ble [and) alleviate a crisis in labor relations." 

Among other. things, Mr. Zinke said NAM 
proposes: "The law should set specific stand
ards to prevent secondary boycotts, product 
boycotts, and all forms of collusion, co
alitions, and other subtle combinations by 
which unions representing the various units 
of employees seek to bargain jointly. All fur
ther union efforts to expand the scope of 
conflict and to centralize bargaining power 
should be rejected." 

William E. Simkin, director, Federal Medi
ation and Conciliation Service: 

"There's a general notion that when some
thing goes wrong, 'There ought to be a law.' 
But laws don't always solve the problems. 
The simple fact is, there is no panacea in 
this business. Sometimes we just have to 
suffer through it." 

I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers 
of America: 

"The time lost in industrial disputes last 
year [1966) totaled less than two-tenths of 
1 percent of total man-hours worked .... 
Picture the height of the Washington Monu
ment as total time worked and the length 
of a lead pencil as time lost by strikes." 

William E. Simkin, FMCS: 
"The average time lost in strikes is one 

day per worker for more than two years of 
work. You do a lot worse than that because 
of colds." 

Joseph A. Beirne, president, Communica
tions Workers of America: 

"The strike threat can be a most satis
factory method of causing even the most 
secure and complacent of industrial-rela
tions vice-presidents to roll up his sleeves 
and work a little harder at the job of seek
ing a more satisfactory settlement." 

For unions, Mr. ·Beirne · says, "In this in
creasingly automated age, the question is 
how to protect the collective-bargaining 
process, in which the right to strike is es
sential, in industries whose technology be-
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comes ever more strike-proof. In CW A, we 
have developed a concept of collective bar
gaining with a 365 days a year basis . . . to 
transcend the crisis of deadline negotia
tions." 

Sam Zagorla, member, National Labor Re-
lations Board: -

"The scale of bargaining has been grow
ing-both parties have moved toward big 
company, big union, multlemployer and, oc
casionally, multiunion confrontations. Thus
the gentle ripples created by a small-com
pany-one-union dispute have now grown to 
become more like huge waves carrying ·along 
in their wake not only massive numbers o:r 
workers and management, but also a string 
of suppliers, transporters, distributors, re
tailers, bankers, local and state governments, · 
local businesses depending on worker spend'
lng, and thousands and thousands of stock
holders throughout the country. 

"And then there's the public generally. 
•.. The impact thus often escalates from a 
relatively private matter between two par
ties, more and more toward a matter of pub
lic interest ..•. I suggest that when the· 
parties cannot agree we ... concentrate on 
facts about the dispute . . . on comparable 
wages in comparable industry, comparable 
wages in similar jobs requiring the same 
amount of education, training, or license, 
company pr0fits and future prospects, the 
gain in productivity ... the Increase in the 
cost of living for example .... This alone 
would not be the cure-all for the varied 
problems besetting as dynamic and competi
tive a process as collective bargaining, but 
it might be a helping hand in those cases 
where assistance is clearly essential." 

George H. Hildebrand, professor, New York 
School of Industrial and Labor Relations, 
Cornell: 

"Are strikes economic warfare? Of course 
they are, for the purpose of any strike ls to 
impose loss, directly upon the employer and 
indirectly upon his customers. However, not 
all strike issues involve economic questions. 

"In principle, collective bargaining must 
Include the possibility of a shutdown, either 
through strike or lockout. The prospective 
losses to each side are one of the factors that 
brings them to agreement. 

"However, this view puts great emphasis 
upon an exchange relationship in collective 
bargaining, and overlooks the possibility of 
developing other forms of sanctions that do 
not involve a shutdown. Moreover, public 
policy must contemplate situations in the 
private sector in which shutdowns cannot be 
permitted .... Collective-bargaining rights 
are already limited under law in many dif
ferent ways. Clearly there can be situations 
in which continuity of productive operations 
takes precedent over the right of the parties 
to engage in economic warfare. 

"The question ls: How do we define these 
exceptions? Mr. Kheel would do it on the 
basis of whether human life or national se
curity ls at stake. I would use a somewhat 
broader definition that would center upon 
the losses to third parties as against those 
accruing to the primary parties them
selves." 

Harold S. Roberts, professor and director 
of the Industrial Relations Center, Univer
sity of Hawall: 

"Other measurements are at least as 
valid as strike figures in judging the effec
tiveness of a nation's industrial-relations 
system. They should be considered before 
swallowing compulsory arbitration or ~ny 
other 'instant peace' capsules to solve labor
management problems." 

Theodore W. Kheel: 
"When the public is discommoded by a 

strike, it ls going to be disturbed regard
less of the merits. It ls not strange for the 
public to want to be assured that such 
strikes will not take place. Yet what the 
public ls actually asking for ls an alterna
tive to collective bargaining since collective 
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bargaining cannot take place without the 
possiblllty Of a strike. or lockout. . . . The 
only way to minimize strikes and reassure 
the public ls by improving the · bargaining 
proces.s-not by replacing lt." 

NEED DEBATED ON CHANGES IN u .s. LABoa 
LAWS 

(Experts in labor-management relations 
have been asked to respond to a recent Moni
tor report on collective bargaining. Today's 
discussion, third in the series of resulting 
dlaj.ogues compiled by labor correspondent 
Ed Townsend, examines the question: "What 
about federal labor law changes?") 

Sharp sniper fire is aimed at the Taft
Hartley and Railway Labor Acts. It could 
explode into political issues in the national 
elections this year. 

Fusillades might be heard if there are seri
ous steel or aerospace walkouts. But specific 
suggestions for changes in both acts have 
not yet been offered by the administration. 

Theodore W. Kheel, authority on manage
ment-labor relations, said recently in an in
terview with The Christian Science Moni
tor that existing laws are adequate and that 
Congress has shown its ability to act effec
tively if present safeguards fail. 

But he suggested that the right of man
agement and labor to bargain collectively 
should be subordinated where human life 
or national security is at stake. 

"Tl;l.e best way to minimize strikes and 
reassure the public is by improving the bar
gaining process," he stated. "The American 
Foundation on Automation and Employment, 
Inc., founded by labor and management In 
1962, is establishing an Institute on Collec
tive Bargaining ... in New York City. It will 
have two primary objectives: to make collec
tive bargaining work better, because obvious
ly there ls room for improvement, and to 
give the public a better understanding of 
how it operates and why it is so important 
to our society." 

Ideas from experts who agree and disagree 
with Mr. Kheel follow: 

Bernard Cushman, special assistant to the 
general counsel, National Labor Relations 
Board: · 

"The level of public tolerance of strikes of 
any kind ls low. And in national-emergency 
disputes or local-emergency disputes, public 
impatience is acute. A paradox is found In 
the desire for continued adherence to pri
vate decisionmaking in a free economy, a 
process which Includes free collective bar
gaining, and the mounting public desire to 
preclude crippling strikes in important 
labor-management controversies. 

"The President and his task force of ex
perts have admittedly failed in their efforts 
to find better legislative solutiont .... I be
lieve that it is clear beyond a doubt that 
the public has determined that if the par
ties cannot solve major labor disputes peace
fully, the public will insist on their resolu
tion by compulsion. . . . 

"Experience has show that collective bar
gaining just does not take place where one 
party or the other feelt it has an advantage 
in awaiting dispute determination by a tri
bunal. The dispute becomes unduly pro
tracted. It turns from collective bargaining 
into an off-beat kind of litigation .... There 
is no magic in the term 'jurisprudence• 
which would be of assistance in solving na
tional or local-emergency disputes ... a 
labor court is not the answer. 

"(But) we need to develop something 
more than mediation and the 80-day Taft
Hartley injunctive provision~ if the clear and 
present danger of further ~egislative curtail
ment or prohibition of the right to strike 
or lock out is to be eliminated .... I believe 
that 'something more' is to be found in the 
development of private procedures (such as) 
voluntary arbitration." 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 
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"So long as the political decision is to per

mit big labor to close entire Industries, we will 
have pressure for national antlstrike safe
guards. Only when the size of the bargalnlng 
is reduced to oompanywide· o(I?l11-n~wide wi~l 
the public cease to view each · strike as a 
national emergency .. · .- . There have to b6 

· some limitations on collective bfil-galning. 
We should not countenance nationwide co-
alition bargaining . .. with a general strike 
as the end result .... I think the ~me rea-
soning applies ·to indu5trywide bargaining 
and strikes." 

Joseph A. Beirne, president, Communica-
tions Workers of America: · · 
· "It · is inevitable that the new trend of 
coordinated multlunion bargainihg will be 
an increasingly important factor in ·coliec
tive bargaining in an era when big corpora
tions are spreading their fields of operation 
ov-er the entire economy. . 

"I am disturbed by suggestions that bar
gaining should be limited, and proposals 
that go so far as to suggest that unions 
should be brought under antitrust laws. If it 
ls not a violation of antitrust laws for a com
pany to expand its wings, I do not believe 
any right-minded pel1l0n can ·believe that 
antitrust principles are violated when unions 
cooperate to bargain effectively with thls. 
kind of company." 

Sen. Jacob K. Javits (R) of New York: 
"Whatever law is adopted should not in

hibit free collective bargaining, but should 
strive to promote it. It is for this reason that 
I as well as many others in both labor and 
management oppose compulsory arbitra
tion." 

J. W. Keener, president, B. F. Goodrich 
Company: 

"The most important step that needs to 
be taken in the very near future . . . is a 
major overhaul of federal labor legislation. 
There Js a very real need to establish a proper 
balance·of Uargalning sti;e:µgth between labor 

· and management which will bring both sides 
to the bargalnlng table under the same set 
of rules and will help to assure, on the part 
of all parties concerned, a proper sense of 
responslblllty to the social and economic 
institutions which make free collective bar
gaining possible in the first place. . .• 

"I can see nothing but further deteriora
tion of the process of free collective bar
gaining as long as labor unions enjoy im
munities and privileges that are denied all 
other sectors of our economy. And change 
in labor laws must also -1nclude restraint& 
that would counteract and nullify the 
strongly pro-union bias of the present Na-. 
tional Labor Relations Board." 

Carl Hageman, vice-president, Union Car
bide Corporation; 

"The solution must be enlightened labor
law reform, but not stop-gap, antistrlke leg
islation. Remedial legislation must limit the 
scope for industrial confilct by (a) setting 
specific standards to prevent secondary-boy
cott activity, (b) reaffirming the prohibitions 
against product boycotts, and (c) prohibit
ing all forms of collusion, coalition, and 
other subtle combinations by which unions 
... seek to bargain jointly. All further union 
efforts to expand the scope of con:iuct and 
to centralize bargaining power should be re
jected .... The alternative will be govern
ment domination of union-management re
lations." 

Benjamin Aaron, director, Institute of In
dustrial Relations, University of California
Los Angeles: 

"The constant preoccupation with proce
dures fo!" dealing with strikes is dangerous 
and unrewarding. I am now convinced that 
there is n() formula likely to be devised for 
dealing with . strikes that will be demon
strably more effective than those we now 
use. Instead of searching for procedural nos
trums, we ought to be concentrating on im
proving the climate and the character of 
collective bargaining; . but these improve-
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ments cannot be forced on the parties but 
must be developed by the parties themselves. 

"Undoubtedly, many improvements could 
be made in existing statutory labor law. 
These improvements might lead to less, 
rather than more,- legislation." 

Prof. Aaron also warned against "piece
meal" lawmaking and suggested a tripartite 
commission to work toward "a unified and 
internally consistent federal labor code." 

William F. May, chairman, American Can 
Company and chairman, Industrial Rela
tions Committee of the National Association 
of Manufacturers: 

"Intervention in any manner, other than 
conciliation assistance, by the government 
in labor disputes should be kept to an abso
lute minimum. Such intervention should be 
limited t.o the unbiased and impartial ad
ministration of applicable labor laws . . 

"In the event of a strike or lockout, or 
threat of a strike or lockout, that imperils 
the national health, safety, or security, any 
restraint order issued to maintain the status 
quo should be of such duration as is neces
sary to protect the public interest. No labor 
laws should allow any governmental agency 
to empanel any special boo,rds for settling 
labor disputes, nor should any governmental 
agency-federal, state, or local-be allowed 
to recommend or impose a settlement for 
labor disputes." 

Sen. Robert P. Griffin (R) of Michigan: 
"Oongress should seriously consider pro

posals for; 
"A United States Labor Court to replace 

the National Labor Relations Board, which 
is twisting and repealing labor laws; 

"A government-supervised strike ballot on 
the employer's last offer, to be available im
mediately before a strike and at reasonable 
intervals thereafter; 

"Limited compulsory arbitration to head 
off nationwide strikes in certain govern
ment-regulated industries, such as railroad 
and airline transportation; 

"A possible application of antitrust prin
ciples to labor unions." 

The Senator also urged legislation to "en
courage labor and management voluntarily 
to agree to arbitration (with) a pledge on 
the part of the union not to strike ... and a 
pledge on the part of the employer not to 
lock out." And he urged efforts to "narrow 
the areas in which disputes are going to be 
resolved by strikes." 

Henry Ford II, chairman, Ford Motor 
Oompany: 

"At a time when our country needs every 
ounce of economic strength, there can be 
no defensible reason to shut down one of the 
major business contributions to America's 
economic well-being. I am sorry we do not 
have laws that effectively prevent the use of 
this kind of bludgeon against the public 
interest." (The comment was written be
fore the United Auto Workers struck Ford 
in what developed into the longest walkout 
in auto-industry history.) 

Arthur J. Goldberg, United States Am
bassador to the United Nations and former 
Secretary of Labor and counsel for AFL
CIO and the United Steelworkers: 

"Government has an inescapable duty as 
a watchdog of the public interest in the col
lective-bargaining process. Present proce
dures certainly can be improved, but I want 
to challenge one notion that seems to me 
pure myth: namely, that nothing is right 
about our present methods of handling dis
putes." 

I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers: 
"Makeshift legislation or administration 

intervention ... can at best only hobble free 
collective bargaining. Instead of getting it
self embroiled in the collective-bargaining 
process by imposing new restrictions or seem
ingly simple solutions to complex 1,ssues, the 
government should assist labor and manage
ment to perfect the existing system." 

Mr. Abel suggested "a formal government 
study which would examine and analyze 
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thoroughly the ca.uses of industrial peace." 
(A series of company and industry studies 
published two decades ago, The Causes of 
Industrial Peace, received little more than 
academic attention.) 

Mr. Abel adds, "Industry and labor them
selves have a vital obligation to voluntarily 
strengthen and bring perfection to our free
collective-bargaining system. Even before ne
gotiations ... begin, the parties might be 
able to agree on steps to be taken in the 
event of a stalemate in collective bargaining. 
An approach of this type, developed freely 
by the parties themselves, would go a long 
way toward protecting our collective bar
gaining system and preclude the need for 
government intervention." 

George Leighty, chairman, Railway Labor 
Executives Association, a union association: 

"We've all been looking for ways and 
means to prevent constant crises in the rail
road industry. Now is the time to build a 
new era of harmony and cooperation be
tween labor and management in this vital 
industry. The industry needs it and the na
tion needs it." The association has asked 
the industry to join it in setting up a com
mittee that, among other things, will de
velop new policies leading to "prompt, good
faith settlements of disputes over wages and 
working conditions." 

CRITICS HIT COMPULSORY ARBITRATION 

(Experts in labor-management relations 
have been asked to respond to a recent Moni
for report on collective bargaining. Compiled 
by labor correspondent Ed Townsend, the 
fourth in a series of dialogues examines the 
question: "What about compulsory arbitra
tion?") 

Massive strikes that hurt the national 
economy-and the public-always lead to de
mands for compulsory arbitration or some 
other form of settlement procedure. 

But compulsory arbitration of contract dis
putes is completely unacceptable to labor and 
hardly less so to many in industry: It turns 
over to outsiders what both parties in bar
gaining consider to be their decisions to make 
in their own way, and according to their own 
needs and abilities. 

Theodore W. Kheel, New York labor lawyer
mediator-arbitrator, writing earlier in The 
Christian Science Monitor opposed compul
sory arbitration: It would be anathema in a 
free society, he said. 

The subject is controversial. Not all who 
responded to a similar question by the Moni
tor agreed with him: 

George H. Hildebrand, professor, New York 
State School of Industrial and Labor Rela
tions, Cornell: 

"I see real difficulty in broad use of com
pulsory arbitration and agree with Mr. Kheel 
that it conflicts with the tenets of a free mar
ket system. For the public sector, compulsory 
arbitration poses some basic constitutional 
questions and could well become an instru
ment for fostering extreme demands and 
awards. It is no more attractive for the priv
ate sector but may turn out to be the only 
remedy left in clear-cut major 'public inter
est' cases." 

J.P. Hitz, Jr., chairman, National Railway 
Labor Conference, the industry bargaining 
body: 

"I can't understand why some regard com
pulsory arbitration as anathema to free so
ciety! Binding arbitration-'compulsory• by 
one means or another-is not new. It is ac
cepted and endorsed by both unions and 
management to resolve disputes which re
quire an unbiased, objective analysis of the 
facts surrounding the issue .... In thousands 
of companies all over the land, disputes are 
settled by binding arbitration. 

"Arbitration is, or should be, a process in 
which each side to a dispute presents the 
facts involved in a dispute to a qualified 
neutral or panel of neutrals. Through a 
careful, complete, and judicial review o! the 
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presented facts, the neutral or panel of neu
trals produces a decision which should be 
a fair one to all concerned. 

"Disputes involving our most fundamen
tal rights, including our liberty, as well a.s 
our most valuable property, rights, are sub
mitted to the judicial process where the ul
timate determination is made by a third 
party. Are labor disputes that threaten the 
public interest of a higher order or more 
sacred than these rights?" 

Joseph A. Beirne, president, Communica
tions Workers of America: 

"Unions and companies have been expres
sively clear and frequent in voicing varied 
objections to compulsory arbitration .... 
Government, too often in the past, has looked 
upon compulsory arbitration as a 'cure' that 
appears easy to administer. It is, however, 
one that is destructive and debilitating .... 
It . is incumbent on labor and management 
to use restraint so that legislative and exec
utive bodies of government at the national 
and state levels have no overwhelming in
centive to fall back on compulsory arbitra
tion." 

William E. Simkin, director, Federal Medi
ation and Conciliation Service: 

"A good many people think compulsory 
arbitration is the answer to problems of labor 
disputes. This doesn't work. Australia ha.c; 
a law that is a form of compulsory arbitra
tion, and that ·country's lost time due to 
strikes is worse than ours." 

Harold S. Roberts, professor and director, 
Industrial Relations Center, University of 
Hawaii: · 

"If the prime objective of compulsory arbi
tration is to end a particular labor dispute, 
then it is not the answer. Compulsory arbi
tration does not guarantee the elimination 
of strikes. New Zealand and Australia, which 
use compulsory arbitration, have not escaped 
strikes." 

Alf M. Landon, former governor of Kansas 
and 1936 Republican presidential candidate: 

"There have been five major labor-dispute 
decisions made in the last four years either 
by direct presidential power or my compul
sory-arbitration legislation initiated by the 
President. . . . This was pure naked settle
ment by the awesome power of a president. 
It is eroding the principle of collective bar
gaining-and democratic processes, to boot." 

Mr. Landon proposed a national board of 
arbitration, a permanent body, and ma
chinery to prevent labor disputes from reach
ing a crisis point. Compulsory arbitration, he 
said, can lead to nationalization of corpo
rations. 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 

"I am firmly against compulsory arbitra
tion." 

J. W. Keener, president, B. F. Goodrich 
C9mpany: 

"I agree with Mr. Kheel that compulsory 
arbitration would be an anathema to a free 
society." 

Sen. Jacob K . Javits (R) of New York. : 
"I oppose it. With a compulsory-arbitra

tion law, we would not have collective bar
gaining but merely jockeying for position 
before arbitrators." 

Dr. Morrison Handsaker, head of the De
partment of Economics, Lafayette College, 
and a veteran arbitrator: 

"The feeling exists that compulsory arbi
tration in private disputes discourages good, 
hard, collective bargaining. The patties aren't 
faced with a strike situation which can bring 
about a settlement. This is often true in the 
private sector, but it may not be the case in 
disputes involving public employees." 

Arthur J. Goldberg, United States Ambas
sador to the United Nations, former Secre
tary of Labor, and former counsel for the 
AFL-CIO and United Steelworkers o! Amer
ica: 

"I am convinced compulsory arbitration 
is no answer." 
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I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers: 
"Compulsory arbitration or government 

intervention do not encourage collective bar
gaining but have an opposite effect. . • . 
The trend toward more and more govern
ment intervention and compulsory arbitra
tion ultimately would lead to a. planned 
economy, with wage and price controls ...• 
Americans just don't like compulsion!" 

Sen. Va.nee Hartke (D) of Indiana: 
"To make the government the automatic 

third party in every labor-negotiations dis
pute would have disastrous effects for both 
free enterprise and free labor. 

"We have seen government intervention 
in England, and the result with a drift to 
nationalization of key industry. I believe we 
should work to preserve our eminently work
able systems of free enterprise and free labor 
rather than destroy them by adding another 
stratification of big government." . 

Donald S. Beattie, executive secretary, Rail
way Labor Executives Association, the labor . 
body: 

"The idea that some form of compulsory 
arbitration ls the 'answer' to labor-manage
ment con:flict is an antilabor idea. Compul
sion is never suggested where labor ls weak. 
It is only suggested where labor ls strong." 

Charles Luna., president, Brotherhood of 
Railroad Trainmen: 

"The whole idea of compulsory arbitration 
ls wrong. As long as there are unions and 
as long as there is collective bargaining, there 
ls no room for compulsion. There is no room 
for a third party to dictate the wages and -
conditions that workers must live with. No 
matter how good a settlement may seem, it 
is lacking in all the things that count if 
it is by coercion. 

"There are things more important than 
temporary gains in money and conditions. 
One ... is freedom. Freedom to negotiate, 
freedom to strike, if necessary, is the very root 
of American labor. Anything less means the 
eroding away of labor's hard-fought rights." 

Charles Cogen, president, American Fed
eration of Teachers: 

"Compulsory arbitration is unacceptable in 
a free society. The freedom involved in col
lective bargaining and in the right to strike 
ls completely negated by a threat of compul
sory arbitration hanging over the heads of the 
bargaining parties." 

P. L. Siemiller, president, International As
sociation of Machinists: 

"The problem with compulsory arbitration 
is that it just doesn't work. It has failed to 
maintain industrial peace wherever it has 
been tried. This is true even in Australia, 
which is supposedly the showplace of com
pulsory arbitration. A few years ago a study 
of Australia's experiences showed that they 
have more labor disputes than we do--in 
relation to the size of the work force-lead
ing to more wildcat strikes, slowdowns, .and 
other work stoppages." · 

William SchI).itzler, secretary-treasurer, 
.AFL-CIO: 

"It is a fallacy to think that there is al
ways a 'right' or 'fair' solution to a labor dis
pute which a wise outsider can determine. 
Obviously the decision--or arbitration 
award-would be heavily influenced by prec
edent, by existing standards elsewhere, and 
by the inherent tendency of such [Arbitra
tion, labor court, or other use of outsiders] 
proceedings to compromise between the posi
tions of the parties. 

"Such a system would be a built-in brake 
on progress. It would limit gains to patterns 
already established. There would be no new 
precedents set, fo;r the power to break through 
old barriers would be gone." 

William F. May, chairman, American Can 
Company, and chairman, industrial-relations 
committee, National Association of Manufac
turers: 

"I believe that collective bargaining must 
be preserved and that we should not resort 
to compulsory arbitration, government sei
zure, factfinding committees, or 'ad hoc' pro
cedures." 
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EXPERTS AssESS LAw-How TAFT-HABTLEY passed the Wagner Act in 1935 ...• For the 

HANDLES EMERGENCY STRIKES present, . and pending such legislative re-
(Experts in labor-management relations form, the best current solution lies in the 

have been asked to respond to a recent Mont- emergency provisions of the Taft-Hartley 
tor report on collective bargaining. Compiled Act and a policy by the government that it 
by Ed Townsend, this fifth of a series of will not intervene in any labor-management 
"dialogues" examines the question of na- controversy unless it ls forced to in accord
tional emergency strikes under the Taft- ance with statutory requirements or in the 
Hartley Act?) nation's interest." 

If there is a steel or aerospace strike this I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers 
year, the Johnson administration will inter- of America: 
vene quickly, using national-emergency "The trend toward increasing government 
strike procedures of the Taft-Hartley Act. intervention-by both the executive and 

There's almost no doubt of that: with the legislative branches--in the collective bar
war requiring a full mobilization of re- gaining process must be reversed .... Occa
sources and the economy under strain, the sional frantic outbursts of intervention or 
government can't afford a long shutdown in punitive legislation which our lawmakers 
either defense-important industry. devise when a temporary crisis in bargaining 

Under the law, strikes that could seriously flares up ... are nothing more than stopgap 
affect the nation's security, health, and wel- measures which often pyramid into more 
fare can be enjoined for up to 80 days as a serious confrontations later on." 
"cooling-off" period for mediation and fact- Benjamin L. Masse, S.J., associate editor, 
finding. At the end of 80 days, the strike pro- America: 
hibition must be removed. The government "The case for giving the President a flex
has no other recourse left at this point ex- ible approach to emergency disput.ee under 
cept congressional action. Taft-Hartley-the so-called 'arsenal of weap-

The national-emergency strike provision , ons' approach-seems to me very persuasive." 
in Taft-Hartley ls perhaps the most contro- · [This approach recommended several years 
versial part of a controversial law. Some say ago by the President's Labor-Management 
it is too strict. Others say it ts so inflexible Committee, would give a president discre
and unpredictable that it inhibits true col- · tionary power to intervene or not intervene 
lective bargaining. But many defend it. in an emergency, and would give him a choice 

of alternatives to be used--each having a dif
ferent impact on either or both sides, so that 
neither could be sure of the consequences of 
a failure to settle peacefully.) 

THE ACCEPTED RITUAL OF BARGAINING 
In an interview with The Christian Science 

Monitor, Theodore W. Kheel described the 
national-emergency strike clause as "part 
of the accepted ritual of bargaining." The 
New York labor attorney-mediator-arbitra
tor, through the years a member of a num
ber of Taft-Hartley emergency boards, said 
the procedures are generally good. 

But ''gamemanship" becomes involved. 
He recommends that perhaps it could be 
given more flexibility. 

A sampling of expert opinion finds agree
ment-and disagreement. 

J. W. Keener, president, B. F. Goodrl.ch 
Company: 

"The national emergency provisions of 
th0 Taft-Hartley Act need not be changed. 
In the 27 emergency situations in which its 
provisions have been invoked, all but six . 
disputes were settled within the 80-day cool
ing-off period. Of the remaining six, three 
were settled within a few days following the 
end of the 80-day period." 

Arthur J. Goldberg, retiring United States 
Ambassador to the United Nations, former 
Secretary of Labor and former counsel for 
AFL-CIO and the United Steelworkers: 

"We have an imperfect system which, his- . 
torically, has worked reasonably well. I do 
not believe a radically new approach is 
needed. Compulsory arbitration as an ac
cepted and uniform method would be totally 
alien to the American temperament ...• 
Experience abroad has demonstrated that 
it will not work in any free society. This is 
not to say that in a national emergency, a 
settlement cannot be imposed by Congress 
or under its authority." 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 

"The emergency disputes provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley Law have a much better record 
than is generally recognized .... But in the 
final analysis, the best answer for the future 
of free collective bargaining is to keep the 
size of the dispute small enough that the , 
public can stand the pain. And then let eco
nomic power control the result ... subject 
only to the caveat that the economic power 
should be reasonably balanced and not all 
on one side." 

William F. May, chairman, American Can 
Company, and chairman, industrial relations 
committee of the National Association of 
Manufacturers: 

"I believe a balance of power [between 
employer and union] must be restored to 
the degree contemplated when Congress 

P. L. Slemmer, president, International As
sociation of Machinists: 

"Those who suggest prohibiting strikes at 
missile bases would be horrified at any pro
posal to prohibit "profits at those bases ... 
We could not justifiably take the rights of 
labor out of the private sector and leave the 
rights of management." IAM, important in ' 
the aerospace industry bargaining this year, 
represents missile base workers and has been 
involved from time to time in bargainlng 
deadlocks at the bases. 

Virgil B. Day, vice-president, General Elec
tric Company: 

''What we need basically a.re measures to 
preserve the strike but limit its impact to 
the enterprise and the mana~ment against 
which it is directed, protecting the public. 
This ls what the Taft-Hartley 80-day injunc
tion procedure attempts to do for truly na
tional emergency situations. This procedure 
has worked well. 

"A far more basic way of limiting the im
pact of strikes on the public would be to 
deescalate the score of bargaining impasses. 
. : . The very purpose of coalition bargaining 
seems to be to escalate the prospects of in
dustry crippling strikes and thereby create 
the kind of national emergencies which are 
going to kill collective bargaining if they do 
not stop. Carefully drawn legislative re
straints on coalition bargaining may be 
needed if pursuit of this tactic [by unions) 
continues to generate crisis bargaining situa
tions." 

Bernard Cushman, special assist to the 
general counsel, the National Labor Rela
tions Board: 

"I reiterate, we need to develop something 
more than mediation and the 80-day Taft
Hartley injunctive provisions if the clear and 
present danger of further legislative curtail
ment or prohibition is to be eliminated .... 
Voluntary arbitration, which has a long and 
honorable history, is a better answer than . 
forcing Congress to legislate on an ad hoc 
basis in haste and in an atmosphere of pub
lic and executive panic." 

Sen. Jacob K. Javits (R) of New York: 
"Whatever law is adopted should not in

hibit free collective bargaining, but should 
strive to promote it. It is for this reason that 
I as well as many others in both labor and 
management circles oppose compulsory ar- -
bitration ..•. The sole function of the gov
ernment is to keep essential services from 
being cut o:ff; it is not to take sides in a. 
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dispute. The bes~ 'Y'BY ~ accomplish ~ hi 
through a 11mlted form of seizure by virtue 
of which an en~rprise affected by an emer
gency dispute can be kept running to the ex"' 
tent, but only to the e~nt, necessary to pro
tect the public health and safety. At the 
same time, the parties should be left f:ree to 
solve the dispute themselves.'" 

Joseph A. Beirne, president, Communica.; 
tions Workers. of America.: 

"The question facing labor and manage
ment often is not whether the government 
should intervene in significant labor-man
agement disputes but how that intervention 
should come. I belleve government has a 
right, even an obligation, to use every even
handed process in an effort to achieve fair 
industrial peace--short of compulsory arbi
tration and, M in the case of the airlines 
strike of 1966, strikebreaking legislation. . . . 

"What constitutes a national emergency 
as it involves labor-management relation
ships and strikes? That is a question that 
has thus far defied an answer that all parties 
can accept. There was a hue and cry from 
many who thought the airlines strike cre
ated a national emergency. We in CWA did 
not think so and . . . called on Congress 
•to make haste slowly' at the time when 
Congress was rushing to halt the strike. . . . 
The controversy over what constitutes a na
tional emergency continues." 

Sen. Wayne Morse (D) of Oregon: 
"The Taft-Hartley Act defines as national 

emergency disputes 'work stoppages which 
imperial the national health or safety.' Un
der Taft-Hartley these disputes are subject 
to an 80-day injunction for a cooling-off pe
riod. After that there is no further ma
chinery to terminate the dispute. . . . Since 
1947, a period of 20 years, there have been 
only 28 disputes that were found to imperil 

.the national health or safety. 
"A blll establishing labor courts to handle 

labor disputes [introduced by sen. George 
A. Smathers, Democrat of Florida] has a 
much broader definition of disputes. It 
would cover any dispute having any ad
verse effect upon the public interest. There 
are dozens of disputes every year that could 
be said to have an adverse effect upon the 
public interest. All of these would be turned 
over to compulsory arbitration under the 
Smathers blll .... Conceivably, there might 
be some dispute to which compulsory arbi
tration might be appropriate, but I canno,t 
see applying the rules of courtroom law to 
every labor contract negotiation and in ef
fect having the contract written by judges 
who would use their judgment on the basis 
of rules of evidence. Courts have their 
place, but collective bargaining is a major 
part of our industrial system of economic 
freedom and it cannot be straitjacketed in
to courtroom procedures. 

"Many politicians are looking for some kind 
of law that would remove from Congress all 
future labor disputes and work stoppage ... 
. because strikes are always embarrassing. to 
politicians. But I deny that contract negotia
tions can be put under government control 
as a matter of automatic and general prac
tice without plunging Congress more deeply 
into the political pit of industrial relations. 
... It would place a large part of our private 
enterprise system under a dangerous form of 
statism." 

Judge Samuel I. Rosenman, former special 
assistant to Presidents Roosevelt and Tru
man, and chairman of the emergency boa.rd 
named by President Kennedy in the railroad 
dispute of 1963. · · 

Last July he urged labor courts as "a better 
way to handle strikes." Under the plan in 
Senato!'. Smathers' b111 any strike or lockout 
that might "adversely affect the public inter
est to a substantial degree" would be sub
jected. to an 80-day injUnction period. as 
now; if. the dispute continued beyond that, 
the bar against ·any interruption of work 
would remain in effect whtle the labor court 
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sat as a board of arbitration to make a final 
determination ·of all · issues." The parties' 
only recourse. would be an appeal to the 
Uni.ted States Supreme Court. Unions call 
the proposal "a. potential bonanza for the 
lawyers." 

George H. Htldebrand., professor, New York 
School of Industrial and Labor Relations, 
Cornell: 

"National emergency disputes outside the 
transportation industry are now covered by 
the injunction procedure provided by the 
Taft-Hartley Act. I see no reeason why the 
railroad industry, C(}Vered by the Railway 
Labor Act, should be singled out for special 
treatment now. Presumably any dispute in
volves a 'national emergency' because the ces
sation of production involves unbearable 
costs to third parties--the public, other em
ployees, and perhaps the government. 

"The Taft-Hartley procedure has two ma
jor weaknesses: (1) The board of inquiry is 
forbidden to make recommendations for a 
settlement to the parties, and (2) the proce
dure is self-limiting and provides no solution 
to a dispute that continues beyond the 80-
'day injunction period other than the op-tion 
tor the .administration to recommend legis
lation to the Congress. 

"If we are not to have Congress continually 
involved in drafting ad hoc statutes to re
solve major labor disputes, and we wish at 
the same time to have a means of insuring 
continuity of operations in these exceptional 
cases, then we require a more general proce
dure for dealing with these impasses. The 
most desirable approach in my judgment 
would be to induce the parties to build into 
their own agreements an automatic mecha
nism by which to resolve impasses without 
cessation of operations. Fai11ng this, the leg
islation could provide for temporary intro
duction of the recommendations of the 
board of inquiry, these to remain in effect 
pending agreement by the parties on their 
own terms of settlement. I share Mr. Kheel's 
concern about the risks of !act-finding. As 
he says, however, it can still be a very useful 

'device." 

WHAT ABOUT COMPULSORY ARBITRATION? 

(Experts in labor-management relations 
have been asked to respond to a recent Mon
itor report on collective bargaining. Com
piled by Ed Townsend, this is the sixth of a. 
series of "dialogues." Today's discussion ex
amines the question Of railroad labor dis
putes.) 

Railroad labor and management represent
atives have met quietly in recent months to 
discuss grounds for better relations. 

But even as their committees conferred, 
a new round of bargaining-with costly la
bor demands--brought fresh concern about 
contract problems later this year. 

A rail-labor spokesman recently told a 
transportation-industry seminar in Evans
ton, Ill., that in the past year and a half 
carriers and unions peacefully negotiated "a 
number of important accords," and that 
these could usher in a period of more pro
ductive bargaining. 

Harold C. Crotty, president of the Main
tenance Of Way Employees, said this would 
be "in the interest of the industry, the em
ployees, the public, and the national 
economy.'' , 

But voluntarily negotiated agreements are 
by no. means. certain. Union wage goals are 
high, and carriers say they're not going to 
give ground in "inflationary" settlements. 

U~NESS ASSESSED 

Theodore · W. Kb.eel, one o'E the members 
of a board in a 1967 r.ailroa.d disput.e, told 

- The Christian Science Monitor that basi
, cany the Railway Labor Act is still good, 
but that It could be> lm.proved by strength
ening the mediation process and by reduc
ing the fnev1tab1Hty that a rail-labor dispute 
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Will be settled through eventual third-party 
action. 
. Mr. Kheel, a New York labor lawyer, media
tor, and arbitrator, said he opposes compul
sory arbitration of rail disputes that aren't 
resolved by the parties through collective 
bargaining. If the Railway Labor Act's pro
cedures do not result in a settlement, he said, 
Congress has demonstrated that it can deal 
quickly and firmly with the problem. 

In 1967, it ordered "mediation to finality," 
or mediation with binding recommendations 
as a. last resource. Once ·before, it ordered 
compulsory arbitration. Each had a similar 
result: a direct settlement. 

A cross-section of experts who replied to 
questions by this newspaper showed a mixed 
reaction to Mr. Kheel's views: 

George E. Leighty, chairman, Railway La
bor Executives Association, the union body: 

"We in railroad labor are well aware of the 
fear that a railroad strike would paralyze the 
national economy. But compulsory arbitra
tion is not the answer. What's needed is some 
practical alternative that would avoid both 
economic paralysis and 'Big Daddy' govern
ment compulsion to force private employees 
to work for less pay than they could win by 
their own free efforts." 

Mr. Leighty suggests: ( 1) Allowing strikes 
that would not interfere with the movement 
of freight essential to the national defense 
and public health. (2) If workers are barred 
from striking, seizure of the roads and im
pounding of profits pending a voluntary 
settlement. (3) Allowing strikes limited to a 
few roads, instead of all of them, to minimize 
the impact. 

J. W. Keener, president, B. F. Goodrich 
Company: 

"The Railway Labor Act should be changed 
so that third-party intervention would be
come the exception rather than the rule." 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 

"Amendments to the law should be aimed 
.at breaking up national negotiations, not 
compulsory arbitration." 

P. L. Siemiller, president, the International 
Association of Machinists, one of the shop
craft unions with an important bargaining 
role in railroad and airline bargaining: 

"If the railroad. industry is too important 
to the nation to permit strikes, it is too im
portant to leave in the hands of private own
ership. We do not have the right to strike 
against the government, but the railroads are 
not owned by the government but a.re run 
for private profit and personal gain.'' 

Rep. J, J, (Jake) Pickle (D) of Texas: 
"Permanent legislation is necessary when

ever it becomes apparent that a particular 
law has fallen down to the point that Con
gress is continually being drawn in to 'medi
ate' the dispute. This is obviously the case 
in the Railway Labor Act under which Con
gress has been brought in on three major 
disputes in the last four years. I believe that 
broader remedies [against strikes] should now 
be made available ... and that the execu
tive is the logical place to vest emergency 
powers needed to protect the national in
terest." 

J. P. Hiltz, Jr., chairman, National Rail
way Labor Conference, the industry bargain
ing body: 

"I can't understand why some regard 
compulsory arbitration as anathema to free 
society. . . . Binding arbitration-'compul
sory' by one means or another-is not new. 
It is accepted and endorsed by both unions 
and management to resolve disputes which 
require an unbiased, objective analysis of 
the facts surrounding issues. It is engaged 
in every day in the railroad industry, for in-

. stance, when the National Railroad Adjust
ment Board of Special Boards of Adjustment 
[under the Railway Labor Actt adjudicate 
disputes on the basis o:t facts presented to 
them, and their decisions· are binding .... 

"The Railway . Labor Act does need some 
revision, but not in the manner suggested by 
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Mr. Kt.eel. It needs to be revised to provide 
for final and binding arbitration of those 
labor disputes which cannot be resolved 
through the other processes of collective 
bargaining. Such a provision will be effective 
in promoting collective bargaining as some 
think the unrestricted right to strike would 
be." 

Mr. Hiltz says the experiences of the shop
craft dispute "underline the importance of 
a permanent system for final determination 
of disputes which cannot be equitably re
solved in normal collective bargaining, so 
that the deliberations of the adjudicative 
body are free of a crisis atmosphere and 
political pressures." 

Sen. Robert P. Griffin {R) of Michigan: 
"The administration's failure to recom
mend improvements in the available legal 
machinery to deal with crippling strikes pro
vides no excuse for inaction by Congress. We 
must strive to minimize the use of the strike 
while preserving the basic right. We should 
try to develop other, more civilized methods 
of settling economic disputes, including a. 
labor court, government-supervised voting 
on the employer's last offer, limited com
pulsory arbitration to head off nationwide 
strikes in government-regulated industries 
such as railroad and airline transportation, 
and possible application of antitrust prin
ciples to labor unions." 

George H. Hildebrand, professor, New York 
School of Industrial and Labor Relations, 
Cornell University: 

"The railroad shopcraft dispute ended in 
statutory imposition of compulsory arbitra
tion because of a decision by the federal 
government that a national rad.lroad stop
page cannot be permitted. The award re
veals that compulsory arbitration is by no 
means a guarantee that its money terms will 
conform to (administration wage-price] 
guidepos.ts. The case also reveals the in
herent difficulty of combining a national 
incomes policy with ad hoc compulsory set
tlements. From the standpoint of the inter
nal equities of the groups involved within 
the railroad industry, the award makes a 
good deal of sense. For the same reason it is 
incompatible with the requirements of the 
guideposts." 

Prof. Hildebrand agrees with Mr. Kheel 
that" 'mediation to :finality• is but a euphe
mism for compulsory arbitration." (John
son Administration spokesmen have denied 
vigorously that this is so--not caring to ad
mit to a recommending of com.pulsory ar
bitration.) 

Should the Railway Labor Act be changed? 
Says Prof. Hildebrand: "Originally the in
tention of the emergency-board provision, 
which was drafted by the parties themselves, 
was that recommendations of such boards 
would be final and would be accepted by 
both sides in lieu of a strike. Since 1941, this 
has not been the case, mainly because the 
unions discovered that they could use the 
award of an emergency board as a basis 
for further escalation, to be achieved by use 
of their influence at the White House. 

This destroyed the :finality of the emer
gency-board procedure. In those years the 
unions in the industry pressed for industry
wide bargaining and settlements. 

More recently, the operators of the rail
roads have discovered advantages in this 
system of central bargaining, because it is 
guaranteed to produce a crisis in which they 
can count upon government intervention to 
prevent a stoppage. There is no easy solu
tion to the problem. 

One alternative would be to bring about 
by statute some kind of decentralization 
of the bargaining system in the industry. 
The other would be to treat the recommen
dations of emergency boards as final, leaving 
it to the administration and the Congress 
to decide upon what course of ad hoc action 
to take if either side refuses to accept the 
board's recommendations." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS· 
BARGAINING POWER GROWS-PUBLIC-EMPLOYEE 

STRIKE RIGHTS? 

(Experts in 'labor-management relations 
have been asked to respond to a recent Moni
tor report on collective bargaining. Seventh 
and last of a series of "dialogues" compiled 
by Ed Townsend, today's discussion asks: 
"What about public-employee unions and 
strikes?") 

The recent Memphis strike of Negro gar
bagen'len, members of the American Federa
tion of State, County, and Municipal em
ployees, was a public-employee strike with 
strong civil-rights overtones. 

Even so, it demonstrated once again that 
public workers, once substantially unorga
nized, are developing muscle and militancy. 
Today they are a labor force that can't be 
ignored. 

W1lliam E. Simkin, director of the Fed
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service, re
cently said that the "new wave of strikes" 
by public employees is roughly parallel to 
the situation in the mass-production indus
tries in the 1930's, when factory workers 
engaged in sitdown strikes and other demon
strations because they felt they needed orga
nization and militancy to keep · pace with 
workers in other industries. 

According to Mr. Simkin, teachers and 
other public workers "heretofore substan
tially unorganized" can be expected to join 
unions and that as they do, strikes are "in
evitable-they will spread." 

Spokesmen for the American Federation 
of Teachers and the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees 
don't hedge even a little on that. They say 
the strikes of 1967 were "only the beginning" 
and predict there will be even more this year. 

This is a llUlltter of public concern. The 
strikes are against the public, and the bar
gaining and strikes involve different and 
complex problems. There is concern about 
the rights of the public employees-and 
concern about the rights of the public itself. 
Serious studiea are under way, seeking a 
balanced solution. 

One of those involved is Theodore W. 
Kheel, New York lawyer, mediator, and arbi
trator whose testimony was sought by the 
New York Legislature in hearings called to 
seek equity in law for all in public-employee 
disputes. 

Earlier, in an interview with The Christian 
Science Monitor, Mr. Kheel said that public 
employees should have a right to bargain 
collectively, that if they do, there must be a 
posSibility ·of strikes, but that the right to 
strike must be subordinated to "superior 
public rights" if danger to life and property 
should be involved. Wherever strikes are cur
tailed, he said, "some alternative ... must 
be substituted." 

Mr. Kheel would not place teachers "high 
on the list of those whose right to bargain 
collectively should be subordinated." 

Others of a panel of experts who replied 
to The Christian Science Monitor's questions 
on this subject showed a divergence of views: 

Howard Jensen, vice-president and general 
counsel, Lone Star Steel Company: 

"It is completely inconsistent with a 
theory of government which is responsible to 
its citizens and taxpayers to permit bargain
ing between employees and the government 
which has the inevitable effect of imposing 
new taxes not initially agreed to by the 
voter or legislature. I agree that bargaining 
implies the right to strike, and for this reason 
I think collective bargaining by public em
ployees should not be permitted." 

Dr. Morrison Handsaker, head of Depart
ment of Economics, Lafayette College, vet-
eran arbitrator: · 

"Many public workers now have the right 
to organize and negotiate, but it's illegal for 
them to strike. I agree that they shouldn't be 
allowed to strike, but some machinery must 
be established as an alternative to the strike." 
Dr. Handsaker ·is basically in agreement with 
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a · principle of the International Labor Organ
ization in Geneva, that if the right to strike 
is denied to government workers, they should 
be given conciliation procedures to use and, 
if necessary, access to an arbitration board 
whose awards should be fully and promptly 
implemented. 

"It may :finally be necessary to rethink the 
whole matter of labor relations involving 
public employees, but for the time being I 
think it is worthwhile and interesting to 
experiment with laws on compulsory arbitra
tion .... The feeling exists that compulsory 
arbitration in private disputes discourages 
good, hard collective bargaining. The parties 
aren't faced with a strike deadline, which 
often brings about a settlement." 

"This is often true in the private sector, 
but it may not be the case in disputes in
volving public employees," says Dr. Hand
saker, who concedes he finds himself "in 
some disagreement with some of my col
leagues" on the matter of compulsory arbi
tration in public employee bargaining dis
putes. 

I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers 
of America: 

"I am a firm believer in the right of teach
ers and public employees to organize unions 
and to bargain collectively .... Where a 
strike might be deemed to be a threat to the 
safety or health of patients or the public, 
then the minimum right ... should include 
binding arbitration of the issues .... I am 
thinking particularly of situations involving 
police and firemen. Schoolteachers, without 
question, should have the right to strike." 

Charles Cogen, president, American Fed
eration of Teachers: -

"The government, in its employment rela
tions, should be a model employer and there
fore should be the first to grant the 
democratic and effective tools of collective 
bargaining and the strike. All talk of gov
ernment being sovereign and therefore not 
subject to the strike weapon is completely 
outmoded in a democratic society .... 

"Work stoppages by teachers in the form 
of strikes and mass resignations . . . are 
healthy signs in our society, rather than 
deve.lopments to be deplored .... Teachers, 
as well as other public employees, have al
ready indicated, with a growing show of 
courage and determination, that they will not 
allow themselves to be frustrated by repres
sive legislation and court decisions .... The 
collective-bargaining process in the public 
sector must be brought up to the highest pos
sible level of democratic functioning." 

Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz: 
"It is today perfectly clear that 10,000,000 

(M) American citizens, government em
ployees, are not going to accept an employ
ment relationship "which is built on the pro
position that their employers exercise a sov
ereignty which makes it less majesty to file 
a grievance and which equates disagree
ment--at least if it is organized-with dis
loyalty .... 

"It ought to be accepted generally that 
some effective form of bilateral and repre
sentational labor relations is inevitable, is 
proper, and most of all is desirable in pub
lic employment in this country .... To 
whatever extent the development of new 
doctrines-jointly by representatives of all 
who will be affected-of public employment 
relationships is focused or is permitted to 
center around the argument about whether 
there is a right of public employees to strike, 
that development is going to be at best de
layed, or worst defeated .... 

"Every strike by public employees creates 
at least as great a crisis of public opinion 
as it does a crisis of transportation or edu
cation or whatever else may be involved." 

Secretary Wirtz suggests provisions for or
ganizational and representational rights for 
all public employees, substantially similar to 
those provided by Wagner and Taft-Hartley 
Aots for private employees, plus an agency 
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!or handling orga.niza.tional ·and representa
tional disputes. 

In the bargaining area, he calls for «some 
table, some place, whether in executive, leg
islative, or some independent omce, acr~ 
the table from somebody with the authority 
and the courage to say, 'I will' instead of 'I 
can't.'" 

On strikes Mr. Wirtz says: "An attempt 
to distinguish between various kinds of gov
ernmental functions in terms of their es
sentlality seems to me fruitless and futile. 
Pollcemen and firemen are, in my under
standing of it, no more essential than school 
teachers. . . . Every governmental function 
is essential in the broadest terms. 

"In al:nost every instance the government 
ls the only supplier of the serVice involved
and there is a serious question in my mind 
about the legitimacy of any strike · which 
deprives the publlc of something it needs 
very much and which it can't get someplace 
else. I come to the conclusion that the sound 
doctrine of public employment ls one that 
assures and guarantees a reasonable ·and a 
fair procedure-with independent thlrd
party determfhation if necessary-for settling 
new contract disputes, and which does not 
include the strike.'' 

Jerry Wurf, president, American Federa
tion of State, County, and Municipal Em
ployees: 

"Publlc employees want to be workers in 
a free society. They want to have a free 
union. They are entitled to sit at the collec
tive bargaining table with dignity and status 
in an effort to mutually solve problems 
rather than have the other fellow solve them 
unilaterally. So long as the public employees 
sit at a bargaining table, they have got to 
have something to deal with .... They don't 
want the right to strike just for the privi
lege of walking around the building • • • 
but to bargain as equals." 

Mr. Wurf says that repressive laws "passed 
to prevent striking usually have resulted in 
strikes and generally have made it almost im
possible to settle them quickly-we had to 
find a way around the unreasonable statute." 
And he says, "I can't agree that a strike of 
teachers is the same as a strike of policeme.n. 
I just don't really believe that the commu
nity can stand a strike of· policemen." 

George H. Hildebrand, professor,. New York 
State School of· Industrial Labor Relations, 
Cornell: 

"I think I differ with Mr. Kheel. I think it 
ls possible to design a system of collective 
bargaining in the public services that ex
cludes work stoppages-. I think, also, that 
there is no feasible way to sort out the activ
ities of government, declaring that stoppages 
can be legal for some of them but not for 
others. As a general rule, the services of gov
ernment are monopollstically provided and 
are essential to their users. If so, continuity 
of operations will be essential. 

"The most dtmcult problem in the public 
sector ls to protect the independence of pub
lic-agency management as a participant in 
the bargaining process. If that independence 
can be- undercut by politieal deals, the system 
ls not collective bargaining but rather one of 
polltlcal lnfiuence. There 1& nothing wrong 
with political influence per se, but it should 
not be confused with genuine collective bar
gaining ...• 

"What must be done to make collective 
bargaining work for public employees? A 

- procedlll'.e must be devised for resolving ques
tions concerning representation and for deal
ing with dispute& over the tenns of new con
tracts. Many dimcult questions are involved 
here, such as the timing of negotiations to 
meet budget dates, the introduction of medi
ation and at whose- option, the resolution of 
impasses, and sanctions against stoppages. 

"I prefer fact finding· with recommenda
tions. backed by injunctions against strikes 
or l~koutsi as the terminal step 1n this. pro
cedure. However I do· also recognize that pub-
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lie management ls not bound to .accept such 
recommendations and that unions in the 
publie- ser.vice a.re. also not. bound and can 
find ways short of strikes to make continu
ation of service dimcult· or impossible~ There 
simply is no fool-proof mechanical solution 
to these problems.'' 

THE VIRTUES OF WORK 

HON. STROM THURMOND 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, Abra
ham Lincoln, in a speech in Cincinnati, 
Ohio, in 1859, said that we must rely upon 
the labor of others far just about every
thing we receive in the way of material 
goods. Lincoln stated at that time: 

Labor ls the great- source from which 
nearly all, if not all, human comforts and 
necessities are drawn. 

Today, we live in an age where some 
frown upon work, especially work involv
ing a real physical effort. Jobs. that peo
ple were begging for 10 or 15 years ago 
are scorned by many today. Some need 
to learn anew the value and virtue of 
work, and to understand that the hum
blest job is important in the scheme of 
life. Man's · satisfaction lies in himself, 
in the normal and healthy exercise of his 
powers of mind and body in harmony 
with physical and moral laws of the uni
verse. 

Two excellent articles on this subject, 
one examining the religious aspect of 
work, the other a comment on today's 
viewpoint toward employment, are 
worthy of the attention of the Senate. 

The :first is a sermon by the Reverend 
Thomas G. Daum, pastor of the Bush 
River Baptist Church, Newberry, S.C., 
entitled "If You Don't Work Then You 
Don't Eat." The sermon was published 
in the Newberry Observer on May 17, 
1968, as the sermon of the week in that 
area. 

The second item is a letter to the edi
tor of the State newspaper, Columbia, 
S.C., and was published in that news
paper's columns June 14, 1968, under the 
title "Opportunity Goes Begging.'' The 
letter was written to Editor W. D. Work
man of the State by Miss Evelyn Earley, 
manager of the Earley Employment Serv
ice:. Columbia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these articles be printed in the 
Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Newberry (S.U.) Observer, May 17, 

1968} 
SERMON 0:1' THE WEEK: IP You DoN'T WORK 

THEN You DON'T EAT 

(By Rev; Thomas G. Daum, pastor of Bush 
River Baptist Church, Newberry, S.C.) 

There is a theory going around in America 
today that before long we will all be handed 
out a salary of $8,000 a year. There ls another 
theory that before long the work week will 
be shortened. to thirty hours a week. And 
the third theory ls that some people have 
the idea that they aren't. going to work at all. 
They are just going to lie down, open their 

mouths and have somebody to feed them 
free of charge. And the bad pe.rt of some of 
this ls that some churches. are supporting 
this type of philosophy. Though there are 
men and though there a.re churches who 
might support this belief , it can readily be 
seen that noWhere does the Bible teach this. 

When Adam siru:ied. in the garden God. 
came to him and said, "in the sweat of thy 
face shalt thou eat bread." In other words, 
if you want som.ething to eat then you'U have 
to work so ha.rd for it that the sweat will run 
down your face. 

When Paul wrote to the church at Thes
salonica he found that some people were not 
working and this ls what he said, "For we 
hear tha.t there are some which walk among 
you disorderly, working not at all, but are 
busybodies.'' And in the. verse aoove this he 
said, "that if any would not work, neither 
should he eat.'' Or in modern language, he 
ls simply saying this. If a man ls too lazy 
to work then he begins to hang around: and 
make trouble for himself and others. He· be
comes disorderly and sticks his nose in other 
people's business. And if this man is this type 
and if he is too lazy to work then let him 
starve. Some might say that I am stretching 
the point here in saying that a man should 
starve, but I believe that the law of science 
will tell you that if a man doesn't eat that 
he will starve. 

There are those· today who say that we must 
do away with all poor people, but Jesus said, 
"ye have the poor with you always." There 
are some people that you could give a million 
dollars to today and by this time next week 
they would be right back where they started. 
Further, let me ask this queation. What ls 
so horrible about being poor? I was raised as 
a poor child. I can remembei: eating corn
bread and black-eyed peas day after day and 
they never killed me. I can. remember when 
a piece of chicken looked like gold but not 
having it every day didn't kill me. I can 
remember when we had only one pair of 
shoes and they- lasted us all year, and not 
having a clooet full of them didn't ruin my 
feet. Being poor can do something for a per
son that being rich will never do. 

Of course, I have nothing against rfch 
people. I'm all for a man W'ho wants to get 
ahead but I don't belleve that the Bible tells 
us anywhere that a man should get rich and 
have the luxuries of life without working for 
them. When I got off the bus to go to college 
I had $1.25 in my pocket and I didn't know 
where the money to work my way through 
was coming from but seven years later I 
walked out of college and the seminary with 
degrees. that I had earned by the sweat of 
my brow and I was as happy as any member 
of my entire class. I could truthfully say that 
I had worked and earned those sheepskins 
and not a soul had given them to me. There 
is satisfaction and honor in work. 

Abraham Lincoln once put it this way, 
"You cannot bring about prosperity by dis
couraging thrift. You cannot strengthen the 
weak by weakening the strong. You cannot 
help the- wage earner by pulling down the 
wage payer. You cannot further the brother
hood of man by encouraging class hatred. 
You cannot help the poor by destroying the 
rich. You cannot keep out of trouble by 
spending more than you earn. You cannot 
build character and courage by taking away 
man's initiative and independence. You can
not help men permanently by doing for them 
what they could and should do for them
selves. 

If a man wants- a new car then that ls fine 
but let him work for itr If he wants a new 
home then we a.i:e all for gettfng rid of every 
run-down house and shack in Newberry, but 
let him work for it. If a man wants steak on 
his table every night then he> ls like- every 
human being, but let him work for it. U a 
man wants a. better world then let. him. go 
out, and construct it by taking his bands and 
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his back and building it. Then when he lies 
down at night he can have the good feeling 
way down inside that he has earned his car, 
his house and his bread. He can face the 
world straight in the eye and say that ·no 
one has given me a thing for I have earned it. 

I personally do not get the picture of the 
Lord Jesus Christ loafing around the carpen
ter shop while everybody else made a living 
for Him. Nor do I find Him ever teaching the 
philosophy that a man can get something for 
nothing. Nor do I see Paul out asking his 
church members to give him a pay check 
unless he worked for it. He made this very 
clear when he once said, "Neither did we eat 
any man's bread for nought; but wrought 
with labour and travail night and day, that 
we might not be chargeable to any of you." 

I am still of the opinion that many of our 
social ills could be cured tomorrow if we 
would work and when the job is finished find 
another one to do. 

[From the Columbia (S.C.) State, June 14, 
1968) 

OPPORTUNITY GOES BEGGING 

To THE EDITOR: I own and operate an em
ployment agency here, and feel that I have 
my finger on the pulse of the employment 
situation. 

Being a Negro in today's society is defi
nitely no handicap. The local business firms 
in our area have opened up whole-heartedly. 
This has been proved by the number of Ne
groes placed in offices and banks throughout 
the city. Let the record speak for itself. 

A person is judged today by his merit, and 
there is equal opportunity regardless of color. 
I am tired of hearing about the "poor Negro." 
If a Negro is poor today, he has no one to 
blame but himself, and I say this for the 
white race too. 

Jobs are so plentiful that employers are 
forced to consider and hire people today that, 
five years ago, would not have been granted 
an interview. These are people who are un
qualified or have long-standing records of 
being unreliable, having moved from one job 
to another. 

For example, I placed a young man who had 
been out of work for some time and whose 
wife was expecting a child, on a job working 
five days a week for $85 a week. He worked a 
half day and quit. His reason? Too hard. He 
preferred a truck-driving job. The next day I 
placed him as a driver with a van line. The 
company went to the expense of paying for a 
physical at a cost of $25. He didn't show up 
for work the next day. Reason? Too far. I 
then placed him on another job six blocks 
from his home as a driver. He worked one day 
and quit. Reason? Too hard. 

All of these jobs paid above-average sal
aries and were for five days a week. I used my 
car and part of my staff to take this young 
fellow to see about these jobs. The next day 
I had occasion to visit where he lived, and I 
was astounded at the squalor. Card board 
filled space for window panes. Screen doors 

hung drunkenly from broken hinges, and 
the poverty was unmistakable. 

I am sure some photographer could have 
gotten some excellent shots to be used for 
the "poverty inareh" or maybe to be used 
on that TV spectacular, "Hunger in America." 

Now, whose fault would you say it is if 
this man's family is hungry? Who could you 
blame for the squalor he and his family live 
in? Should we accept the blame for this 
because he is a Negro, or should the blame 
be placed where it really belongs, on the 
shoulders of a perfectly healthy strong man, 
physically able to support the family he has 
acquired, whose handicap is not being a 
Negro, but being a lazy :t:"f egro? 

This case is not unusual or isolated. I 
oon show you in my files a number of cases 
involving those of both races whose only 
handicap is laziness. 

I feel that the welfare program is a won
derful thing for those who need it, but my 
sentiments are in agreement with your edi
torial "Job Market": Many of the marchers 
looked able to work. If a person is physically 
able to endure the hardships, living slip
shod, sleeping in open sheds or tents to 
prove his point, enduring all kinds of 
weather, and walking the many miles that 
some of these marchers have walked, he is 
physically able to work. 

Being partially disabled is no handicap, 
which I am sure the South carolina Rehabili
tation agency can attest to. Lack of educa
tion is no handicap. There are many jobs 
available, paying excellent wages that re
quire no education. Color is no handicap. 
Ability opens the doors of opportunity now, 
regardless of color. Experience is no handi
cap. There are many fine jobs available that 
have excellent training programs. We are 
our brother's keeper to a degree, but when 
our brother is able to keep himself, let him. 

EVELYN EARLEY, 
Manager, Earley Employment Service. 

THE GUN BILLS 

HON. JACK BRINKLEY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
second amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States provides "the right 
of the people to keep and bear arms shall 
not be infringed." If this provision is still 
a sound one, as I think it is, should not 
the crackdown be on the lawbreaker 
rather than upon the instrument used by 
him? 

Shall we outlaw automobiles because 
of the abuses and excesses of a few? 
Shall we register matches, aspirin, and 

cook knives--and what of those pos
sessing the temperament of Cain? 

Legislation designed to keep any dan
gerous instrumentality out of the hands 
of criminals, minors, and the incom
petent would be in order. Also, severe 
penalities for the use of firearms in the 
commission of crimes should be en
forced. Let there be an end to permis
siveness in the law. If the criminal 
clearly knows that society will not toler
ate his acts, this will be more effective 
than a dozen gun laws. 

OMNIBUS SAFE STREETS AND 
CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1968 

HON. CARL ALBERT 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 21, 1968 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, President 
Johnson has signed the Omnibus Safe 
Streets and Crime Control Act of 1968. 
He has done so, in his words, "because 
it responds to one of the most urgent 
problems in America today-the prob
lem of fighting crime in the local neigh
borhood and on the city streets." 

The President signed this act into law 
because he rightly believed there was 
more good in it than there was bad. 

In his statement on this signing, the 
President said something which I believe 
goes to the heart of the matter on the 
war against crime. No act or program 
initiated by the administration and 
passed by the Congress can eliminate 
crime. This is a job that must be handled 
by State and local officials with the 
strong support of each and every 
American. 

And the President was right to call 
upon every citizen "to support their lo
cal police officials with respect and with 
the resources necessary to enable them 
to do their job for justice in America. 

As the President recognizes, if we are 
to be a law-abiding people with respect 
for the rights of others, we simply must 
render full support to those charged with 
our protection and safety. 

I support President Johnson for his 
determined efforts to help inject new 
vitality into t.he war against crime. And 
I support his call to the American people 
for their complete cooperation and sup
port in this vital matter. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Monday, lune 24, 1968 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Father Francis J. Fox, Society 

of Jesus, librarian of Brophy College 
Preparatory, Phoenix, Ariz., offered the 
following prayer: 

Lord, God all-powerful, we are grate
ful that You have brought us to the 
beginning of this day. By Your power, 
aid us in the practice of virtues, particu
larly those of justice and love·; keep us on 
the road to salvation that we may not 
offend You today; but grant that all our 
words, all our thoughts, and our actions 

may be in conformity with Your law and 
Your commandments. This we ask of 
You through Your Son, our Lord, Jesus 
Christ, who lives and reigns with You 
in union with the Holy Spirit, God, for
ever. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, June 20, 1968, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 

On June 18, 1968: 
H.R. 11308. An act to amend the National 

Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
Act of 1965; 
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